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A PARAGRAPH has appeared in the Ovl to the effect 
that the nomination of the additional revising barristers 
contemplated by the new registration bill, would rest 
with the Lord Chief Baron, and that there were already 
230 applicants. This must be a mistake; the bill as 
drawn originally proposed an addition of about one- 
third to the number of revising barristers on each cir- 
cuit, leaving the nomination of them with the senior 
judge on the circuit as hitherto. Besides this, it is pro- 
posed that the power already possessed by the judges of 
the circuits, of appointing additional barristers during 
the revision, upon the barristers already appointed 
certifying that they are unable to get through 
the work in time, should be vested in a judge at 
chambers. This is obviously convenient, as at the 
time this power may have to be exercised ; the ma- 
jority of the judges will be enjoying their vacation. 
Mr. Justice Hannen, as the last appointed judge, will be 
in ordinary course the vacation judge, and this power 
will therefore be vested in him, or in any judge who 
may voluntarily take his place at chambers during any 
portion of the vacation. The Chief Baron will, however, 
a3 senior judge on the ensuing Northern Circuit, appoint 
the barristers for that circuit. The appointments for 
Middlesex and London, which are not included in any 
circuit, have hitherto rested with the Lord Chief 
Justice of the Queen's Bench, who has usually appointed 
gentlemea of the Equity bar, not travelling circuit. 
If the bill passesin its present form, we presume that this 
will still be the case, and that the Lord Chief Justice 
will have the power of appointing the same number as 
before, and probably one-third more. 

It WOULD appear from a printed statement of one of 
the auditors of the law reports, that although the council 
of law reporting succeeded in obtaining a very large 
number of subscribers, and were the means of inducing 
the gentlemen who carried on the separate reports to dis- 
continue them, the scheme, so far as the years 1866 
and 1867 are concerned, has not proved so successful in 
a financial point of view as was expected. Itis stated 
that “the deficiency on the two years stands at £4,007 ” 
(exclusive of £3,862 10s. due to reporters, and the 
sum of £571 paid by the Inns of Court and Law Society), 
and that “unless the number of subscribers is largely 
increased, or the expenses largely diminished,” the re- 
porters can hardly “expect full salaries for more than 
one quarter in the year.” The suggestion made by the 
anditor is that the price should be reduced to £4 (or 
£4 10s. if weekly notes are added), for which sum should 
be given the statutes, appeal reports (English and Irish), 
and either common law or chanvery reports, at the option 
of the subscriber. 





: An EXCEEDINGLY cuRIOUS and ingenious fraud has 
just been attempted by means of one of the metropolitan 
county courts. It appears that a tailor, residing in the 
Westminster county court district, had a bill against a 


customer for £5 5s. for a suit of clothes. The tailor 
sued the customer in the Westminster court, and ob- 





tained judgment by default. Execution was issued 
and returned nulla bona, the defendant being only a 
lodger. The plaintiff appears to have been seriously 
considering what else he could do to get his money, 
when last week, to his great and agreeable surprise, he 
received a notice from the Lambeth court, informing 
him that the amount of his debt, with 7s. the costs of 
the summons, had been paid in there to his credit. 
Having sued in the Westminster court the could not 
understand why the money should be paid at Lambeth, 
but he hastened thither to take the unlooked-for treasure 
out. On arriving he was still further puzzled to find that 
he was too late ; he had been personated, and the money 
had been paid to some one who had produced the plaint 
note, said he was the plaintiff, and had signed the plain- 
tiff’s name in the ledger. The writing is altogether un- 
known to the plaintiff, although he knows that of the 
defendant ; but the explanation of the affair is simple 
enough. The defendant by a friend had sued himself 
for the precise amount due, and on the same cause of 
action as in the Westminster court, for the purpose of 
getting possession of a receipt for the money from the 
Lambeth court. By that means he will be able, if 
brought up on a judgment summons under the West- 
minster judgment, to show that he has paid the same 
account at Lambeth. The money was paid in (before 
hearing) one day, and taken out early the next, before 
the plaintiff would be likely to get to the court to ask 
for it himself. The defendant has by this ingenious 
trick of paying the money in his own name, and taking 
it out in that of the plaintiff, obtained for the small sum 
of 7s. an official receipt for the debt owing for the suit 
of clothes, which he no doubt considers extremely cheap. 
We need not tell the profession that the fraud will not 
avail the defendant in the slightest degree, but it may 
be as well, in case these lines should meet the eye of any 
person contemplating a repetition of the fraud, to say 
that the only result of the defendant’s clever contrivance 
is that he has contributed 7s. towards augmenting the 
resources of her Majesty’s Government. 

Waar Is ALunaAtTic? This revata questio came re- 
cently before the Court of Crown Cases Reserved in the 
case of Regina v. Shaw. The defendant Shaw was convicted 
at the Hertford Lent Assizes of violating the 8 & 9 Vict. 
c. 100, 8. 90, in taking in, and keeping for profit, a 
lunatic, without observing the requisites of the Act. The 
alleged lunatic was a person of fifty-five years of age, 
had had three paralytic strokes, had lost his memory, 
and was “ insensible to the calls of nature.”? The point re- 
served for the decision of the Court by the Lord Chief 
Justice, who tried the case, was whether a person so af- 
fected is a lunatic within the meaning of the Act. It 
was unanimously decided in the affirmative. That this 
decision is right, is beyond the possibility of a doubt. 
The interpretation clause of the Act (section 114) gives a 
comprehensive definition of the word “lunatic,” which 
is to mean “ every insane person being an idiot, or luna- 
tic, or of unsound mind. , 

Although this decision sets at rest a question as to the 
amount of insanity which makes a person a “ lunatic” 
within the meaning of the 8 & 9 Vict. c. 100, it will not 
alter the rules of law npon the subject of lunacy in 
general. These rules may shortly be summarised thus:— 
1, Any unsoundness of mind incapacitates a man from 
making a valid will (Waring v. Waring, 6 Moore, P.C. 
841) ; 2. To excuse the commission of an offence upon 
the ground of insanity, “it must be clearly proved that 
at the time of the committing of the act the party 
accused was labouring under such a defect of reason from 
disease of the mind as not to know the nature and 
quality of the act he was doing, or if he did know it, 
that he did not know he was doing what was wrong 
(R.v. M’ Naughten, 10 Cl. & Fin. 200); 3. That if a lunatic 
understands the nature and sanction of an oath heisan 
admissible witness, but the credibility and weight of his 
testimony are matters for the jury to decide (2. v. Hill, 
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2 Den. OC. C. 284); 4. That the contracts of lunatics ar & 
on an analogous footing to those of infants, and further» 
that an insane person has the same rights and is subject 
to the same liabilities upon executed contracts generally, 
provided no undue advantage is taken of his mental in- 
capacity, as a person compos mentis, 

AT A RECENT meeting of the Dorset Attorneys’ Club 
held at Dorchester, the following resolution was passed : 
—“ Resolved, that it is not desirable that barristers 
should have preaudience in the county courts, as such a 
regulation would impose burdens on the suitors, which 
in the majority of cases they are unable to bear; and 
whilst there is no objection to the present concurrent 
right of audience of Barristers, it is considered that any 
attempt to give the bar the right of preaudience would 
be unsatisfactory to the public, and an interference with 
the statutory position of the attorneys.” 

As we understand the proceedings of the Junior Bar 
County Court Committee, which have been several times 
noticed in our columns, it is not proposed on the part of 
the bar to attempt anything further than a classification 
of the county court cases into (1) cases in which advo- 
cates appear (including both counsel and attorneys), and 
(2) cases in which no advocates appear. There seems, 
therefore, so far as appears upon this resolution, to be no 
difference of opinion between the Bar Committee and 
the Dorset Attorneys Club. 

leeeeemmeneieanall 

THERE SEEMS TO BE great difficulty in obtaining the 
direct decision of a superior court on the question, who 
may and who may not appear for a party in the county 


_ court. In Bookham vy. Potter, which we noticed the week 


beforelast,the point intended to be raised was notdecided, 
owing to the imperfections of the affidavit, though Chief 
Justice Bovill expressed a clear opinion on it. The last 
day of term a case of the same nature, Hemery .v. 
Dantziger, came before the Common Pleas, and failed in 
a still more unsatisfactory manner. It appeared that 
the plaintiff employed an attorney, named Stokes, to 
apply to the defendant for a debt, with a threat of legal 
proceedings in case of non-payment. The defendant 
did not pay, and accordingly he was served with asum- 
mons from the Westminster County Court, and the parti- 
culars annexed to the summons concluded, “ Yours, &c., 
W. F. Stokes, plaintiff's attorney.” On the plaint 
coming on for hearing, Mr. Alsop appeared for the defen- 
dant, anda Mr. Bartlett for the plaintiff. Mr, Alsop 
then objected to Mr. Bartlett being heard, on the ground 
that he was not the attorney acting generally in the 
action for the plaintiff, and cited Bookham v. Potter, 
from 16 Weekly Reporter, 806,and 15 & 16 Vict. c. 
54,s8.10. Mr. Bartlett admitted that he had that morn- 
ing seen the plaintiff for the firat time; and that, in 
consequence of Mr. Stokes being unable to attend, he 
(Mr. Stokes) had mentioned his (Mr. Bartlett’s) name to 
the plaintiff ; that he had only been retained that morn- 
ing ; and that his fee had been paid after the case was 
calledon. The plaintiff confirmed this statement in every 
particular. The judge (Mr. Bayley) then stated his 
opinion that, “inasmuch as Mr. Bartlett had been re- 
tained by the plaintiff directly, although on the day of 
the hearing, he was entitled to be heard, although the 
plaintiff had employed another attorney to make the 
usual application for payment, and then to take out the 
summons, and sign the particulars, as the plaintiff’s 
attorney.’ He, however, thought the question of so 
much importance to the profession, that he adjourned 
the case sine die, for an application to be made to a 


, euperior couré to restrain him from hearing Mr. Bartlett. 
» Under these circumstances, the defendant moved in the 


Common Pleas for a prohibition, but the Court refused 
the application on the ground that the judge had only 
adjourned the case, and that, when it came on, it would 
be for him to determine whether Mr. Bartlett was or 


; was not the attorney acting generally in the action for 


the plaintiff, 
As we have before pointed out, the county court judge 





is in by far the best position for determining this ques. 
tion. The object of the Act was.to prevent an attorney 
appearing merely as an advocate for another attorney, 
and there may be a variety of facts to influence the 
judge in deciding whether he does so appear or not, 
For instance, if he found an attorney appearing day 
after day as an advocate in cases in which other attor- 
neys had been previously employed, this might lead him 
to the inference that the attorney was merely acting ag 
advocate for other attorneys. In each case the county 
court judge, who is in the best position for doing it, 
must decide the question of fact for himself. The obser- 
vations of Lord Chief Justice Bovill, in Bookham y, 
Potter, seem to show his opinion to be that a county 
court judge would not be justified in declining to hear 
an attorney on the mere prima facie ground of his hap- 
pening to be a clerk, and if, upon a case being properly 
presented to the Court of Common Pleas, it appeared that 
the county court judge had, by grounding his decision 
upen some such general primd facie consideration, de- 
cided, without exercising his discretion in reference to 
the special circumstances of the case before him, we 
imagine that the Court would review his decision. If 
the case were otherwise, and the county court judge had 
bond fide exercised his discretion, taking those circum- 
stances into consideration, we imagine that the Court 
would be very reluctant to interfere with the exercise of 
that discretion, 





THE CASE OF Stamper v. The Churchwardens and 
Overscers of Sunderland, argued in the Common Pleas last 
week, and in which the Court took time to consider its 
judgment, is of considerable interest legally as well as 
politically. We propose to treat it in its legal aspect 
only. 

Generally speaking, the object of the Small Tenements 
Act, 13 & 14 Vict. c. 99, was that, where from the 
extreme poverty and migratory habits of occupiers, it was 
found impossible to collect any substantial part of the 
rate from them, the parish officers might calculate on 
getting a rate with certainty from the owners, provided 
only they were content to accept a sum less than the full 
nominal rate. In 1850 Sunderland adopted this Act, 
which provides that where tenements (which word, by the 
interpretation clause, includes apartments) are of a yearly 
rateable value not exceeding £6, the owner may be as- 
sessed instead of the occupier, but only at three-fourths 
of the rateable value; and if the owner chooses he can 
further compound and pay only half the full rate, pro- 
vided he pays whether his houses are occupied or not. 

The house with respect to which the present question 
arises was originally built, as most other houses are, for 
a family to reside in ; but the capricious tide of fashion 
receded from that quarter of the town in which it stood, 
and, together with most of the houses in the same parish, 
it came to be let out in rooms to the poorest class of 
inhabitants. It contained six separate rooms, which 
were let out to six separate weekly tenants at from 
eighteen pence to two shillings a week per room, Each 
tenant had the exclusive occupation of his own room, but 
the staircase, water-closet, street-door, and yard were in 
common. Theowner did not retain any part of the house. 
From 1850 till last year the overseers treated this house 
as constituting six separate tenements, each of a rateable 
value of less than £6. Having thus brought it within 
the Small Tenements Act, they rated the owner, instead 
of the occupiers, on the lower scale; but to ascertain the 
rateable value they took the house as a whole, and put it 
at £19. 

Under these circumstances the overseers had to apply 
the Representation of the People Act of last year (30 & 
31 Vict. c. 102); and that Act, by its 3rd section, en- 
franchises every occupier of a dwelling house in boroughs, 
who has occupied a year before the end of July, and has 
during that time been rated as an occupier, and has paid his 
rates. The 4th section enfranchises occupiersof lodgings of 
the clear yearly value of £10 unfurnished. By the 7th 
section, if, at the passing of the Act, in parliamentary 
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‘poroughs, the owner is rated instead of the occupier “in 


“respect of a dwelling-house or tenement,” he is not for 
the future to be rated, “except as hereinafter mentioned.” 
This exception is as follows:—* Where the dwelling- 
house or tenement shall be wholly let out in apartments 
or lodgingss not separately rated, the owner of such dwell- 
jng-house or tenement shall be rated in respect thereof 
to the poor rate.” By the 61st section, “ dwelling-house ” 
is to include any part of a house occupied as a separate 
dwelling and separately rated, unless there is something 
in the context repugnant to such a construction. 

It is true that the Act is, in its general scope, an en- 
franchising Act, but it is also a rating Act. The first 
part of the 7th section is an enfranchising provision, 
without which the occupiers of small tenements could 


‘not get on the register under section 3; and but for the 


exception which follows the case in question would seem 
10 fall within it. The exception is a restriction on the 
generality of the previous words, and the strongest ar- 
gument for applying it to the present case is that 
itseems impossible to suggest any other to which it can 
apply. It cannot apply to a house let out to simple 
lodgers, for in that case the owner alone could be rated, 
and if the owner retained any dominion over the 
house it could only be by occupancy. In fact, as 
the Solicitor-General pointed out, the supporters of 
the rate are in this dilemma: if the tenants of 
the several rooms were lodgers, the owner must be rated; 
if they were occupiers of apartments within Sturges 
Bourne’s Act and the Small Tenements Act, they were 
the very persons contemplated by the exception to the 
7th section. The 8th section seems to apply to the 
occupier within the first part of the 7th section, viz., the 
occupier of a separate house of less than £6 yearly value, 
for which the owner compounded at the passing of the 
Act. He could not be registered under the 3rd section 
in the first year after the passing of the Act, because he 
would not have been rated the requisite time ; and as to 
him the section in effect provides that if he has been 
tated from the passing of the Act, and the owner was 
rated up to that time, and if both he paid his rates till 
then and the occupier since, then such occupier may be 
registered. 

The provisions of the Act are no doubt to a certain 
extent contradictory, and the interpretation clause 
increases the difficulty of construing; sothat the revising 
barristers will probably have plenty of disentangling 
work. On the whole, however, we think the above is a 
correct reading of the Act. In a question so momentous, as 
Mr. Manisty called it, itisto be hoped that judgment will 
not be long deferred. 


THE LORD CHANCELLOR’s Bankruptcy Bills having 
been withdrawn, we are not surprised that Mr. Leeman 
has come tothe rescue with the short bill which he has 
just introduced. It would of course have been utterly 
absurd under present circumstances for a private mem- 
ber to seek to carry any extensive measure of bankruptcy 
reform, the Government having been obliged to relinquish 
the attempt. But Mr. Leeman’s object seems to be the 
natural and legitimate one, of satisfying by a few simple 
provisions the worst and most pressing evils of the 
existing system, until such time asa new Parliament 
‘shall be at liberty to reconsider the whole subject and 
present us with a Bankruptcy Code. If we had felt any 
firm confidence that the hoped-for code of bankruptcy 
was soon to come, we should have protested against any 
tinkering in the mean time. But the experience of late 
‘years hastaught us that the country “ never is but always 
to be blest” with a great reform in bankruptcy. And 
we feel bound to admit that Mr. Leeman is justified in 
the attempt he is making. 

Mr. Leeman seeks to deals with what are in fact the 
two great fraudulent departments of the law of bank- 
tup‘cy, namely, deeds ‘of arrangement, and bankruptcies 
on the bankrupt’s own petition. On the first of these 


~aubjects his proposed reform is far less complete than that 





proposed in the Government bill. There is no provision 
for disposing of the validity of a deed once for all, or 
relieving the courts of law and equity of the mass of 
litigation on the subject. It is proposed to add to the 
present conditions of validity the requirement that the 
debtor shall within a given time leave at the registrar’s 
office, verified by affidavit (a false affidavit to be punishable 
as perjury), a list, signed by him, showing his debts and 
liabilities of every kind on the day of the execution of 
such deed or instrument, and the times when such debts 
and liabilities were contracted or incurred, and the con- 
siderations for the same, the names, residences, and 
occupations of his creditors, and the respective amounts 
due to them upon the securities held by them, and the 
estimated value of such securities; and a statement 
signed by him, showing his property and credits, 
and the estimated value thereof. Such statement 
is to be gazetted and open to the inspection of 
creditors. No creditor is to be included in the 
nec2ssary majority unless he executes or assents to 
the deed after its execution by the debtor; and unless he 
proves his debt by affidavit or declaration asin bank- 
ruptey. And the value of all securities isto be deducted 
in the computation. Such proofs are to be filed and 
open to the inspection of creditors. Lastly, it is pro- 
posed that any creditor may obtain an order for the exa- 
mination before the Court of Bankruptcy of the debtor 
or any creditor. 

These provisions are a miserably small instalment of 
reform. So far as the affidavits of debtor and creditors 
are concerned we do notset much store by them. We 
have very little faith in the efficacy of affidavits, or in 
penalties for perjury which it is no one’s duty to inflict. 
And as for the proposed power of examining the debtor ° 
or any creditor, it seems to us to add very little in sub- 
stance to the power which might already be exercised 
under section 197 of the Act of 1861. 

The second evil with which Mr, Leeman proposes to 
deal is that of bankruptcies on the debtor’s own peti- 
tion. He proposes that no one shall be adjudged a ba::k- 
rupt on his own petition unless he shall satisfy the 
Court, either that he can pay five shillings in the pound, 
or that at a meeting of creditors, a majority in value, re- 
presenting three-fourths in number of the creditors pre- 
sent or represented, have consented to the bankruptcy. 
It seems to us that this last condition ought to be altered 
so as to require the consent of the specified majority of 
all the creditors, not only of all present or represented. 
These provisions would, no doubt, tend to check oneclass 
of fraudulent bankruptcies. But after all they would only 
put bankruptcies on the debtor’s petition on a par with 
deeds of arrangement; and we all know how they can be 
managed. 

On the whole, unless Mr. Leeman can find some 
stronger remedy than this bill contains, it seems to us 
very questionable whether it is worth while meddling 
with the subject at all just. now. 


So MUCH time was occupied in Vice-Chancellor Malius’ 
Court last Term by the interlocutory business, short 
causes and petitions, and one long case, that only one 
ordinary contested cause was heard during the seventeen 
working days of the Term—viz., the long cause above 
mentioned, in which the reply was concluded a few 
minutes before the Vice-Chancellor rose for his week’s 
vacation. 





PROPERTY OF MARRIED WOMEN. 

We published last week some remarks upon the pro- 
posed alteration of the law by which, in the absence of 
special contract, all the personal estate, and an important 
power of control over therealestate,ofevery married woman, 
is vested in her husband. The subject is one of much 
greater moment than appears at first sight, and deserves 
far more public attention than it seems to receive. Since 
our last issue, an important letter on this subject, from 
the pen of Mr, Dailsy Field, hus appeared ia the public 
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prints, in which he goes at some length into the working 
of the law at present in force in the State of New York, 
which is simply a complete abnegation of the marital 
tight in question. So far as-we can learn, the only cor- 


responding benefit given to the husband is that he is not, 


liable for his wife’s ante-nuptial debts. The letter it- 
self, though too long for insertion here, will repay a 
careful perusal. There are, however, two passages in it 
which seem deserving of special notice, mainly because 
they seem to point ont the limits of the operation of the 


law in question, and the extent of its inapplicability to 


the circumstances of'society in this country. 

In describing the effect of the absence of such 
legislation in the Southern States he says :— There 
has never been any complaint made of the old 
law by white women in those Southern States where 
it still prevails, mainly because white mechanics 
have always been few in those States, and white 
working women or tradeswomen still fewer.” And in 
speaking of the wife’s earnings he says :—“ The case in 
which the wife of even a labouring man of American 
birth or training earns money by independent exertions is 
exceptional. Where the necessity for such labour arises 
from the wickedness or incapacity of the husband, of 
course the wife keeps ‘all she can, unless overpersuaded 
by him.” = 

From the first of these passages we gather that, in 
America at least, the marital right is not felt as a hard- 
ship, except by the women of the labouring classes 
(taking this term to include all who live upon personal 
earnings, as distinguished from the income of property), 
and that only those women who depend for their liveli- 
hood on their own exertions are likely to suffer by it ; 
and from the second we learn that even in the Northern 
States such women are very rare. 

On the other hand we think it established beyond con- 
troversy that on the women (certainly more numerous 
here than it would seem from Mr. Field’s account they 
are in America) who do endeavour to earn for themselves 
an honest living, and who are at the same time cursed 
by the existence of idle or vicious husbands, the law 
prevailing here presses with the greatest harshness, even 
if it does not work actual injustice. We cannot, there- 
fore, agree with either of the contending parties in the 
late debate in the House of Commons: in opposition 
alike to Mr. Lowe and Mr. Karslake, we regard the 
question as eminently one of mere detail; as a case in 
which it may be taken as proved that there exists a 
serious mischief, so that the only point worth discussing 
is the nature of the appropriate remedy. But the 
remedy proposed by Mr. Lefevre is a social revolution, 
a radical alteration of the mutual relations of every 
husband and wife in the country, at all events so far as 
regards any property not the subject of express contract. 
It is impossible that this can be either necessary or 
expedient ; and it clearly can never be statesmanlike to 
affect the rights of the many, who are perfectly satisfied 
as they are, for the sake of redressing the wrongs of the 
few for whom a remedy affecting their own case specifically 
could easily be provided. 

Various remedies for this evil, so far as admitted, have 
been proposed, but before we proceed to mention the 
various suggestions which have been made for this pur- 
pose, it will be convenient to advert to some advantages 
which no law can secure to the wife, but which, in the 
very cases now calling most loudly for legislation, an 
* injadicious changein the law might not improbably take 
away from her. 

We cannot imagine any general Jaw which could make 
@ woman a more complete “ master ” (we use the word ad- 
visedly) of her property than is a woman now who is 
possessed of personal estate settled absolutely to her 
separate use. But the whole history of our marriage 
law shows that such: a settlement is, in the vast ma- 
jority of cases, absolutely inoperative for the pur- 
pose in hand; and that, in order to put the property 
of a married woman out of her husband’s power, 





you must begin by putting it out of her own. (We 
suspect that this is the true secret of the gene- 
ral absence of dissatisfaction with the law of New: 
York, that in the great majority of cases the change 
in the law has produced no practical result whatever.) 
For this purpose various devices have from time totime ~ 
been tried, until it has now becomea settled principle of the 
Court of Chancery that the property of a married woman 
ought to be, and, if under the control of the Court, will 
be, settled not only to her separate use, but without power: 
of anticipation, and her power of disposition of it (ex.. 
sept in favour of her children) strictly limited to ap.-. 
pointment by will. And even this is, in the case of a 
needy or unscrupulous husband living with his wife, but.a 
poor protection to her after all; for, although she cannot 
indeed sell or mortgage her life interest and give him the 
proceeds, nor give him any irrevocable interest therein,. 
either in possession or remainder, still the moment 
her half-year’s interest (or weekly instalment of in- 
come) comes actually to her hand in cash no power can 
prevent him from compelling her to hand it over to him, 
at any rate so long as he does not actually commit a 
violent assault, And though “A Solicitor,” who takes: 
objection to Mr. Mill’s statement on this subject, is so far 
right, that if the husband leave his wife in possession of 
the money and she spends it, his jus mariti dnes not 
extend to the chattels thus bought, yet, on the whole, it. 
is clear that no wife can ordinarily refuse to hand 
over to a husband who chooses to insist upon it cash 
actually in her possession, unless either he is absolutely 
dependent upon her and obliged to put up with whatever 
she may choose, or she is not desirous of continuing to 
live in his house ; and amongst the class for whom this 
new legislation is most required this danger is peculiarly 
imminent, because idle and dissipated husbands (against 
whom alone this protection is needed) are unlikely to be 
restrained by any delicacy of feeling from exerting alk 
their powers, even to such physical force as might be 
necessary, to extort from their wives the money they 
demand ; and it is to be feared that the mere fact that 
the money was by law declared to belong to the wife 
would lead many men to insist upon its possession, who. 
but for this law would leave their wives in undisturbed 
enjoyment thereof, somewhat on the principle of an: 
Irish landlord of our acquaintance, who served all his. 
tenantry with notice to quit immediately after Sir Joseph 
(then Mr.) Napier brought in his celebrated Tenant 
Right Bill, and withdrew all the notices as soon as the 
bill had been withdrawn. ‘ 

But if it be admitted that no law can secure to ™ 
wife,’against her husband’s will, the actual spending of 
her own money so long as she is living and desirous of 
continuing to live with him, the problem how to prevent: 
a husband, separated from his wife, or from whom she is 
willing and entitled to live separate, from coming down 
from time to time to sweep away her earnings, admits 
of a very easy solution. : 

For this purpose, in the case of deserted wives—not 
“ adulteresses,’ as the Zimes absurdly remarks—the Ma- 
trimonial Act already provides the fitting remedy; and’ 
it seems to us that what is to be desired issome machinery 
for fitly extending this remedy to all cases. This would 
not, indeed, secure any provision for the children, nor, a3 
we remarked last week, would Mr. Lefevre’s bill do so; but 
then the proposed legislation is for the benefit of the 
wife, and in the cases we are mainly considering there 
is no property ordinarily available to which the children 
could become entitled. This consideration disposes, we 
think, of the suggestion of “ A Solicitor,’ in the letter 
already referred to, of a Model Settlement Act after the 
fashion of Lord Cranworth’s Act, or perhaps of the Lands- 
Clauses Consolidation Act which in some respects affords 
a more perfect analogy. 

The Attorney-General appears to think that a simple 
extension to all married women of the clause in the 
Matrimonial Act already referred to would be sufficient 
for the desired purpose; but in this we are unable to agree 
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with him. The objections to that course, setting aside 
the ridiculous suggestion of the Times, already mentioned, 
‘gre—Ist. That a specific application for protection against 
her husband would seldom or never be made by any 
woman until after things had proceeded far beyond the 
point at which the protection in question would be really 
qequired; and secondly, That any plausible scamp who 
could—and most of them would find it only too easy— 
eajole his wife into temporary reconciliation would there- 
by, under the very terms of the order, deprive her of 
its benefit. 

There is, however, in existence a law which, with 

some slight modifications which might be readily made 
therein, seems to us to answer the required purpose 
almost exactly. According to the law in force in 
countries governed by the Code Napoleon a couple 
married without contract are presumed to marry “on 
the principle of community of goods ” (with that we have 
no concern); but a simple declaration at the time of the 
marriage, duly registered, is sufficient to place them on 
the system of “the separation of goods,” and under this 
regime’? all the property of the wite, including her 
earnings, remains her own property, but so long as they 
are living amicably together the husband is sole “ ad- 
-ministrateur.” Thus, on the one hand, is avoided Mr. 
Karslake’s unseemly spectacle of the divided household; 
and, on the other, the wife obtains, without cost, precisely 
ithe same protection that she would get from a settle- 
ment to her separate use, with the further advantage 
that so long as she is living under her husband’s protec- 
tion, and no longer, she is practically prevented by her 
incapacity to contract from being coerced or cajoled into 
-disposing of her capital for his benefit. 

No legislation can, or ought to, absolve a woman from 
the responsibility of choosing a good husband, nor ought, 
we think, any woman to be rendered independent of her 
‘husband so long as she thinks him good enough to live 
with; bnt it is of the most urgent importance that some 
cheap and generally available protection should be thrown 
over those who, having been unfortunate or improvident 


enough to choose badly in this respect, now find that 
-they have forfeited not only their domestic happiness 
‘but also their power of honest self-support. 





THE SECOND REPORT OF THE RITUAL 
COMMISSION. 

The Commission on Ritual had in the preparation of 
their first report a comparatively easy task, and it was 
not surprising that they came to a unanimous conclusion. 
Even men of the extremest church views felt that there 
‘was nothing illiberal in providing for the “aggrieved 
parishioner”? an easy remedy in case his piety or 
prejudice was shucked by the use by the minister of 
unaccustomed vestments. But the report which has 
just been issued deals with more difficult matters. The 
use of incense during the Communion Service, and the 
placing of lighted candles on the Communion Table, are 
‘two practices which have a host of warm partisans. 
They have just fermed the subject of two protracted 
lawsuits, and of one of the longest and most elaborate 
judgments ever delivered in the Court of Arches. The 
same unanimity, therefore, was not to be looked for 
respecting them as was shown with regard to vestments, 
and in fact it has not been attained. Twenty-three 
commissioners have signed the report, but of these the 
adherence of four, the Bishop of Oxford, the Deans of 
Ely and Westminster, and Mr. Coleridge, is little more 
than nominal. Six commissioners (Sir Robert: Philli- 
more, Earl Beauchamp, and Messrs. Gregory, Hope, 
Hubbard, and Perry) have declined to sign altogether. 

The report deals first with the question of lights, cn the 
bare legality of which, as our readers will remember, the 
Dean of Arches has pronounced an opinion favourable 
to the Ritualist party. They have been, it seems, intro- 
‘duced into use within the last twenty-five years, and ex- 
cept within that period, “ with regard to pa’ish churches, 





whatever evidence there may be as to candlesticks with 
candles on the Lord’s table, no sufficient evidence has 
been adduced to prove that at any time during the last 
three centuries lighted candies have been used in any of 
these churches as accessories to the celebration of the 
Holy Communion.” Secondly, as to incense, the use of 
which Sir R. Phillimore has decided to be unlawful, we 
are told that “ the instances of its introduction are very 
rare, and so far as ‘we have any evidence before us, it is 
at variance with the Church’s usage for 300 years.” On 
these two conclusions of fact there is no difference of 
opinion, but Mr. Perry objects, in effect, to them that 
though they are the truth, they are not the whole truth. 
“ Insufficient evidence of usage is no adequate proof of 
non-usage:” an observation which would have been more 
forcible had it not been notorious that nostone has been 
left unturned to procure whatever evidence may be in 
existence both as to incense andtolights. There is more 
justice in his remark that it is not probable, from the 
nature of the case, that any more explicit records than 
those produced before the commissioners should have been 
kept. Suppose, for example, evidence was being sought 
for, in support of an evangelical usage such as preaching 

in aGenevan gown. Probably it would be impossible to 

show any long continuance of the use of that sombre 
vestment, although of course it is wholly unobjectionable , 
and would not offend the conscience of the most Ritualist 

parishioner. 

The next point for consideration is the “speedy and in- 
expensive ” remedy by which it is proposed to ensure uni- 
formity of practice. According to the commission, lights, 
though lawful, ought to be out out ; incense, which, how- 
ever, is unlawful under the present law already, and on 
which, therefore, no legislation seems to be required, ought 
to be disused. No doubt both these recommendations 
will receive a large measure of assent. The mode sug- 
gested of enforcing them is as follows, and is to be ap- 
plied to vestments also:— 

[Report, par. 8].—“ First, whensoever it shall be found 
necessary that order be taken concerning the same, the 
usage of the Church of England and Ireland as above 
stated to have prevailed for the last 600 years, shall be 
deemed to be the rule of the Church in respect to vest- 
ments, lights, and incense: and secondly, parishioners 
may make formal application to the bishop in camera, 
and the bishop on such application shall be bound to in- 
quire into the matter of the complaint, and if it shall 
thereby appear that there has been a variation 
from established usage, by the introduction of vestments, 
lights, or incense, in the public services of the church, he 
shall take order forthwith for the discontinuance of such 
variation, and be enabled to enforce the same summarily. 
We also think that the determination of the bishop on 
such application should be subject to appeal to the arch- 
bishop of the province in camera, whose decision thereon 
shall be final ; provided always, that if it should appear 
to either party that the decision of the bishop or arch- 
bishop is open to question on any legal ground, a case 
may be stated by the party dissatisfied, to be certified by 
the bishop or archbishop as correct, and then submitted 
by the said party for the decision of the court of the arch- 
bishop without pleading or evidence, with a right of 
appeal to your Majesty in Council, and with power for 
the Court, if the statement of the case should appear to 
be in any way defective, to refer back such case to the 
bishop or archbishop for amendment.” 

This is the astonishing machinery which the com- * 
missioners describe as a “speedy and inexpensive” 
remedy. It seems to us to be at least as cumbrous as the 
present system. It must be tested, we must remember 
in the case of two persons determined to, fight d outrance, 
and not of those who will abide by the decision of the 
bishop in the first instance. Ecclesiastical litigation: is 
notoriously obstinate. Very f:w suitors stop now at the 
consistory court, and we believe fewer still would be 
content with a bishop in camera. An appeal to the 
archbishop would be certain in almost every case, and 
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if we may predict the future by reference to the past, we 
may be pretty sure that one or other of the disputants 
will be dissatisfied with the archbishop’s decision on some 
“legal ground.” In that event a case must be stated, 
and at length the question at issue will drag its way 
before the sate tribunal as at present. The commission 
certainly appear to us to have missed the reform really 
required when the matter in dispute is something 
external both to the doctrine or discipline of the church. 
The remedy for such agrievance asa variegated vestment, 
or the undue use of incense or lights, should be 
administered summarily. by some tribunal in which both 
clergy and laity might have confidence. It seems a 
waste of power to invent, de novo, ‘a complicated 
system of appeal. 

The 9th paragraph of the report seeks to prevent 
fanciful and frivolous applications from being made to 
the bishop. With that view the commissioners recom- 
mend “ that the application should be made either by one 
or more of the church or chapel wardens, or by at least 
five resident parishioners who shall be householders and 
declare themsélves to be members of the United 
Church in places where the population exceeds 1,000, 
and by at least three such persons where the 
population is less than that number.” Mr. Perry 
objects to this clause as inadequate—(1) because it does 
net require the church or chapelwardens to act only at 
the authorized instigation of the parishioners; and (2) 
betause, in his judgment, considering the nature of the 
things complained of, no complaint should be recopnised 
except when made by persons who are not only members 
of the church, but also known communicants. The first 
of thesé objections seems to us to deserve careful con- 
sideration. Churchwardens are not always perfect in 
tact and temper, and we are disposed to think they ought 
not to be entrusted with unlimited authority to make, of 
their own motion, an official complaint. 

We must add a few words as to the dissentients from 
the report. The Bishop of Oxford and Dean Goodwin 
have signed it, but object to paragranhs 8 and 9. They 
protest against stereotyping by legislation any use not 
actually enjoined, and against the introduction of any 
new rule as to ornaments in the national church. Sir 
R. Phillimore, Mr. Gregory, Mr. Hubbard, and Mr. Hope 
concur in this protest, and have taken the more logical 
course of declining to append their signatures. Mr. 
Coleridge and Dean Stanley do not count lights or in- 
cense among matters in which uniformity is essential. 
They therefore think they should be restrained only when 
they give offence, and “so far as the recommendation 
proposed in the report is intended to secure that object ” 
they concur in it. Lord Beauchamp and Mr. Perry dis- 
sent from the report in toto. They agree with their col- 
leagues that there should be “ essential unformity,” but 
contend that, as to lights, incense, and vestments, the 
present liberty of practice should remain unabridged. 

It remains to be seen whether the householder Parlia- 
ment will legislate in accordance with this report. 
Whether they do so or not, the labours of the commission 
will not be entirely thrown away. A vast mass of in- 
formation on somewhat obscure ecclesiastical subjects has 
been collected together, which will be useful to the ad- 
ministrators of the law as it is, as well as to those who 
may be called on to frame the law as it is to be, 





CONTRACTS ON BEHALF OF AN INTENDED 
COMPANY. 
No. I. 

A public company (if a joint-stock company, upon 
registration, or if a parliamentary company, upon the 
passing of its Act of Parliament) springs at once into 
active life. It passes through no period of partial in- 
capacity, analogous to the infancy of an individual, but 
it obtains at once (subject of course to any such special 
provisions as are occasionally embodied in the instru- 
ment of its incorporation) its full power of entering into 





contracts. It is necessary that some preparation should 
be made for entering into this condition, and as the- 
result there frequently arises a state of circumstances to. 
which it is most difficult to apply ordinary principles. 
Contracts are necessarily made in contemplation of the 


registration of an intended company, and on its behalf,. 


while it is as yet unincorporated, and, therefore, in the eye 
of the law, entirely nonexistent. To what extent such 
contracts should be held binding upon the company when, 
formed, and to what extent they should be personally. 
binding on the individuals who enter into them, when, 

as is commonly the case, such persons, on one side at all 
events evince an intention to exclude their personal 


liability, are questions upon which much difference of 


opinion has been entertained. Baron Bramwell, on one 
of these cases coming before him, once asked what 

would be the effect of a contract made on behalf of 

an infant en ventre sa mere. The analogy seems com- 
plete, but it is needless to say there are now many more. 
decisions bearing upon the cases of companies than upon 
the case put in illustration. We propose to consider the: 
legal effect of such contracts, first, upon general princi- 
ples, and secondly, with especial reference to some parti- 
cular contracts of frequent occurrence, including the 
contract to take shares. 


In principle the cases of companies of every description. 


are, under the present law, the same. Under a former 
Joint-Stock Companies Act, 7 & 8 Vict. c. 110, joint- 
stock companies passed through a stage of provisional. 
registration, and when provisionally registered they 
might enter into certain contracts under special condi- 
tions. In point of fact they might, by complying with 
the provisions of the Act, contract for necessaries. The 
Companies Act of 1862 contains no such provisions, and, 
therefore, the cases decided on the sections of the former 
Aet are now only of use as showing that the company 
could only be bound where there was strict compliance 
with their provisions. The law on this subject may now 
be considered tolerably well settled, but it has only be- 
come so after many decisions of the various Courts, which 
have not been altogether consistent. Perhaps, however, 
while the doctrines laid down and the dicta of the judges. 
in some of the earlier cases have been much questioned, 
and may now be considered not to be law, the decisions 
themselves cannot be said to have been overruled. It is 
rather that they were based on grounds which have been 
found erroneous when other cases have arisen to which 
it has been sought to apply them. Especially have the 


terms adoption and ratification been misapplied, and ~ 


cases have been decided on the ground of suppozed rati- 
fications by incorporated companies of agreements made 
before the incorporation, which would now only be up- 
held, if at all, as cases of new contracts entered into 
after the incorporation. 

It will be convenient first to review the principal cases. 
bearing on any branch of this subject, and then to sum- 
marise the law to be deduced from them. 

Among the earliest cases are three decisions of Lord 
Chancellor Cottenham, all given between the years 1835. 
and 1838, ‘These are the cases of Ldwards v. The Grané 
Junction Railway Company, 1 My. & Or. 650; Stanley v. 
The Birkenhead Railway Company, 8 My. & Cr. 773, and 
Lord Petriev. The Eastern Counties Railway Company, 
1 Rail. Cas. 462. The effect of these three decisions un- 
doubtedly was to hold companies bound by the contracts. 
entered into by their promoters before incorporation. 
The contracts in question, however, had all related to the 
obtaining the Act of incorporation, and the decisions were- 


not based so much on any legal liability of the companies. ‘ 


upon the contracts, as upon a supposed equitable doctrine: 
that the companies ought not to be allowed to exercise. 
their powers in opposition to any understanding upon 
the faith of which they had been obtained. This doctrine: 
has since been questioned, as will be seen presently, and: 
it may be doubted whether it would now be acted upon by 
a court of equity, except under very special circumstances. 
At any rate the cases cannot be taken as authorities. 
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generally that companies are bound by promoters’ 
contracts. In one of these cases, Stanley’s case, 
the Lord Chancellor speaks of the contract being 
adopted by the company without, apparently, doubting 
their power to adopt; but as in that case any adoption 
that there was was clearly with the assent of the plain- 
tiff; and was also, to some extent at all events, a benefit 
to the company, so that there was some consideration for 
«a new agreement,the difficulty did not really arise. Shortly 
-after these cases came Lord Howden v.Simpson, which ap- 
ypeared in turn before the Master of the Rolls, the Lord 
Chancellor, the Court of Queen’s Bench, the Court of Ex- 


.chequer Chamber, and the House of Lords. This related 


0 an agreement made under seal before the incorpora- 
tion of a company, and in all the proceedings the parties 


* vere those who were parties to one deed. Many points 


were discussed, but the question whether the company 
was liable does not appear to have been raised. As, 
-however, the agreement there in question was under seal, 
«which would probably make the party to it liable, at all 
events if there could be any liability in any one, the case 
cannot be taken to be an authority generally that the 
party liable on a contract made before the incorporation 
of a company is the party making it, and not the com- 
pany. Passing over for the present some cases upon a 
‘different branch of the subject, we come to Preston v. 
The Liverpool and Manchester Railway. That case came 
‘before Lord Cranworth as Vice-Chancellor on demurrer, 


_ in 1851 (reported 1 Sim. N. S. 586) ; and ultimately in 


1856, before the House of Lords, when Lord Cranworth 
was Lord Chancellor (reported 5 H. Ld. Cas. 605). 
The case was ultimately decided upon the construction 
of the agreement there in question, the company being 
held not liable upon it as they had taken no land 
belonging to the plaintiff. The other point was, how- 
-ever, argued, and Lord Cranworth intimated very strongly 
that he disagreed with the principle laid down by Lord 
Cottenham, although he did not then find it necessary 
to overrule it. Lord Brougham also said that he had 
-more than doubts as to the soundness of the dicta, if 
not of the judgments, of Lord Cottenham in the cases 
before referred to. The next important case is The 
Caledonian Railway Company v. The Magistrates of 
Helensburgh, 2 Macqueen’s Scotch Appeals, argued be- 
fore the House of Lords early in 1855, but not decided 
antil June, 1856, the judgment having been delayed 
until after the argument of Preston’s case, and 
some other cases supposed to involve similar 
points. In this case, again, Lord Cramworth, in a con- 
sidered judgment, pointed out the objections to Lord 
Cottenham’s decisions, and intimated his own dissent 
from them, but did not completely overrule them. He 
held that, in the case before him, the contract, if made 
after the formation of the company, would have been 
ultra vires, and that, at any rate, companies could not be 
bound indirectly by the acts of their promoters to con- 
tracts which they could not have made directly. To the 
same effect is the more recent decision of Vice-Chancellor 
Kindersley in the Earl of Shrewsbury v. The North Staf- 
fordshire Railway Company, L, R. 1 Eq. 593, where the 
authorities are reviewed, and the arguments pro and con. 
upon the general question are fully gone into by the 
Vice-Chancellor, who delares that, in his opinion, it would 
be most consonant with legal principle, most just, and 
most for the public benefit, to hold that contracts of the 
promoters with landowners are not binding on the com- 
pany unless sanctioned by the Act constituting the com- 
pany. The actual decision of the Vice-Chancellor, how- 
ever, went no further than that in the Caledonian Railway 
ease, a8 the Vice-Chancellor held that the contract before 
him was also ultra vires. Before the last case—viz., in 
1858—there had been decided Williames v. The St.George’s 
Harbour Company, reported before the Master of the 
Rolls 5 W. R. 725, and before the Lords Justices 6 W. R. 
609. The question was as to the liability of the company 
upon an agreement made before the passing of the Act 
for a specific amount of compensation to be paid to the 





plaintiff for his land. The Master of the Rolls and the 
Lords Justices took different views of the facts as to 
whether there was sufficient evidence of an adoption or 
not. The Lords Justices held there was ample evidence 
of an adoption, or rather of a recognition by the company 
that the agreement was binding on them, and upon this 
ground they held it to be binding; Lord Justice Turner 
saying, that the directors having power to make an 
agreement for compensation, had, of vourse, power to 
adopt one already made. This would clearly be so if the 
other party assented, as he did'in this particular case, but 
such an adoption would, strictly speaking, take effect as a 
new agreement, and not by way of ratification. Pro- 
bably, from the stress laid upon the power to make an 
agreement, the Lords Justices meant so to hold. 

The first case in which this question was raised as to 
a joint-stock company appears to be Hutchinson v. The 
Surrey Consumers’ Gas Company, 11 C. B. 689, decided 
in 1851. That was aclaim by an engineer for prelimi- 
nary expenses in getting up the company, and also for 
salary as engineer to the company which had accrued due 
partly before provisional registration, partly between 
provisional and complete registration, and partly after 
complete registration. A sum to cover all that became 
due after complete registration was paid into court, and it 
was held that the plaintiff could recover nothing else. 
There the contract clearly had been made before provi- 
sional registration, when the company had no existence, 
and it was upon this that the decision was based. It is 
true services were rendered whilst the company was pro- 
visionally registered, but the Court held that there was 
no evidence of a contract to pay made during*this time, 
or at all events, no evidence of a contract conditienal 
upon and to take effect after complete registration as re- 
quired by the Act. It was suggested that the contract 
had been adopted, but the Court held that there was no 
such adoption as to make a.new agreement, showing 
clearly that in that way only could any adoption take 
effect. Next came Payne v. The New South Wales 
Coal and Steam Navigation Company, 10 Ex. 283, de- 
cided in 1854. This was an action on a contract made 
during provisional registration, and expressly condi- 
tional on the company being completely registered. It 
does not appear, however, that it was to take effect only 
on complete registration, but rather the contrary, as the 
breach appears to be laid in the declaration as having 
happened before complete registration. It was held that 
this contract was not binding on the completely regis- 
tered company, Baron Parke saying simply that it was 
impossible to make the company liable for acts done be- 
fore its complete registration unless by Act of Parlia- 
ment, and that there was nothing in the Act to make that 
contract binding. Baron Martin went further, and said 
that so far from a provisionally registered company being 
able to bind the completely registered company, they 
could make very few contracts to bind themselves. If 
the learned Baron meant to say that where they could 
bind themselves the completely registered company would 
not be bound, he was probably going too far; but as 
far as the particular contract in question was concerned, 
he was doubtless correct. A similar question arose in 
Gunn v. The London and Lancashire Fire Insurance 
Company, 12 C. B. N.S. 694 (June, 1862), where it was 
held that the plaintiff could not recover on a contract 
made during provisional registration, and not conditional 
upon complete registration, even where the contract was 
expressly adopted in the deed of settlement of the com- 
pany. This case was decided upon demurrer, and the 
question whether there was evidence of a new contract 
upon or after incorporation was not raised. There seems 
to have been the assent of the plaintiff to a new con- 
tract, but it may perhaps be doubted whether there 
would have been any consideration for the contract on 
the part of the company. Before this last case, 
though not referred to in it,came Browning v. The 
Great Central Mining Company, 5 H. & N. 856 (May, 
1856). In that case a mining manager, who had been 
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appointed a few days before the. incorporation of the 
company, and had ‘acted for some time afterwards, was 
held entitled to recover his salary. In that’case, appa- 
rently for the first time, it was strenuously contended 
that there could be no ratification where there could 
have been no previous authority. The Court seem to adopt 
that argument, for they espécially base their decision upon 
the fact that no particular form was requisite to appoint 
the manager, and that there was ample evidence of a suffi- 
cient appointment by the incorporated company, inde- 
pengently of the previous appointment. As to the effect 
of a provision in the instrument of incorporation for the 
payment of preliminfry expenses, the earliest case is 
Tilson v. The Warwick Gaslight Company, 4 B, & C. 962 
in.which, however, the point does not seem to have been 
argued. Shortly after this tame Carden v. The General 
Cemetery Company, 5 Bing. N. C. 253. There the plaintiff 
had expended both labour and money in procuring the 
Act of Parliament incorporating the company, and he 
had done so without, as’ appeared by the pleadings, 
any contract on the part of anyone to reimburse 
him. There was no engagement to give his services 
gratuitously, but simply no liability to pay for the ser- 
vices at the time they were given. The Act contained 
@ provision for the payment of preliminary expenses, 
and the plaintiff was held entitled to maintain an action 
upon this. In 1850 the Court of Common Pleas decided 
a somewhat similar point in Hitchins v. The Kilkenny 
Railway Company, 2 C. B. 586, upon the authority of 
the above cases. This case was followed by Terrell v. 
Hulton, before Vice-Chancellor Kindersley, in 1851 (re- 
ported 2 Sim. N. S. 127), and before the House of Lords 
in 1854 (reported 4 H. Lds. 1091). This was an appli- 
cation by an attorney employed in legal work in getting 
up the company, both before and after provisional regis- 
tration, to prove as for a debt on the winding-up of the 
company. This the Vice-Chancellor thought he could 
not do, upon the general principle that he could not 
eharge the company upon any contract before their in- 
corporation, but must look to his actual employers. The 
House of Lords reversed this decision on the ground of a 
provision in the deed of settlement for payment of pre- 
liminary expenses. Lord St. Leonards appears to have 
doubted the legal liability, but to have thought that as 
the company were ultimately liable there was, at all 
events, an equitable debt which might be proved against 
the company to avoid circuity of action. Lord Cran- 
worth, however, seems to have proceeded upon the 
doctrine of ratification, which he speaks of as if it 
were clearly applicable. This dictum, it will be 
observed, was two years before the more considered judg- 
ments above referred to of the same learned Lord, and 
being unnecessary to the decision of the case, cannot, in 
face of the later authorities to the contrary, be considered 
law. In 1862 the Court of Common Pleas held, in Wyatt 
v. The Metropolitan Board of Works, 11 C. B. N. 8. 744, 
that a very similar provision did not transfer the privity 
of contract, but that the solicitor must sue the promo- 
ters who had retained him, leaving them to recover 
against the company; and in November, 1865, the Court 
of Exchequer held, in Savin v. The Hoylake Railway, 
L. R. 1 Ex. 9, that such a provision did not apply to ser- 
vices which by agreement with the other promoters were 
to have been given gratuitously. This latter decision, 
though probably right, seems to have been a hasty one: 
the numerous authorities (of which Carden v. The Ceme- 
tery Company is barely distinguishable) were scarcely 
referred to; and certainly some remarks fell from at least 
one member of the court which can scarcely be recon- 
ciled with other cases, It remains only to mention 
Thomas v. Hobler, 8 Sur. N. 8. 125, where Lord Westbury 
held that a cost book mine was governed only by its book 
of rules, and not bound by agreements entered into before 
its formation, We have now brought down the autho- 
rities to 1866, and must defer to a fature occasion the con- 
sideration of the later cases of Kelner v. Baxter and Scott 
v. Lord Ebury, and also our deduc tons from all the cases. 





RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 


Wuat Is A “ConTRARY INTENTION” TO EXCLUDE THE 
OPERATION OF LocKE Kin@’s Act. 
Brownson v. Lawrance, M. R., 16 W. R. 535. 

Locke King’s Act, 17 & 18 Vict. c. 113, was aimed a} 
the rights of the heir, on his succeeding to a mortgaged 
estate, and may have been intended as a step towards the 
abolition of the “law of primogeniture,” as it is vulgarly 
called. It seems to have received in courts of equity, a 
construction somewhat narrower than it was intended to 
bear by the Legislature. To obviate this, and to assert 
the true meaning of the Legislature, the explanatory 
Act of last year, 80 & 31 Vict. c. 69, was passed. As, 
however, the latter Act applies only to the cases of per. 
sons dying after the 31st of December, 1867, cases under: 
the former Act will continue to occur, and a note upor 
this case with reference to the leading decisions under 
it may be of interest. The testator in this case directed 
the payment of his debts “out of my estate,” and de- 
vised part of his real estate, which was mortgaged, speci- 
fically, and part as residue. Two questions were raised: 
first, whether the Act was excluded by the direction to 
pay debts “out of my estate.” Secondly, whether the 
Act was excluded as to the specific devise, as between the 
specific and residuary devisees. The Master of the Rolls 
held that the direction to pay debts was not such an ex- 
pression of a contrary or other intention as to 
bring the case within the saving clause of the Act, 
upon the ground that there must be something point- 
ing to personal estate, as distinguished from real estate 
in the wil], in order to exclude the Act. If, for instance, 
the will had contained a direction for the debts to be 
paid by the executors, or other words pointing to per- 
sonal estate, it would have been held that a contrary or 
other intention was manifested, so as to render the per- 
sonalty primarily liable. Thus in Moore v. Moore, 11 
W. R. 790, 1 D. J. S. 602, where the testator bequeathed 
his personal estate upon trust to pay his debts, and dis- 
posed of his real estate, it was held that the trust for 
payment of the debts out of the personal estate took the 
case out of the operation of the Act, and that the mort- 
gaged estate ought to be exonerated out of the person- 
alty. Soin Eno v. Tatham, 11 W. R. 227, 475,a gift of 
personal estate to the executrix, subject to the payment 
of debts, was held to manifest an intention that the real 
estate should not be primarily liable. It seems that if, 
in the present case, to the words, “I direct my debts to 
be paid out of my estate,” the testator had added, “by 
my executors,” or inserted before “estate” the word “per- 
sonal,” a contrary conclusion would have been come to 
upon the authority of one or other of the cases referred 
to; and we cannot help thinking the distinction some- 
what fine, though the result is so different, for what 
does the direction to pay debts imply, but that the debis 
are to be paid out of the primary fund for the: 
purpose, the personal estate, and by the proper 
persons to pay them—the executors. The case 
before us was very similar to Woolstencroft v. Wool- 
stencroft, 9 W.R. 42, 2D. F.J. 347. Where a direc 
tion that all debts should be paid by the executors out 
of the estate, followed by a gift of real estate, which was- 
subject to a mortgage, to trustees, who were named 
executors of the will, was held not to be an expression 
of contrary intention. Some doubt has been cast upon 
this case, perhaps less on account of the decision arrived 
at by Lord Campbell than on account of the reasons ad- 
duced by him in deciding it, both by Lord Justice Wood, 
when Vice-Chancellor, in Mellish v. Vallins, 2J.& H. 
194, and Vice-Chancellor Stuart, in Eno v. Tatham. Pem- 
brooke v. Friend, 13. & H. 132, was the first case‘under the 
Act. In that case a direction that all debts be paid as 
soon as might be, followed by a devise in fee of a freehold 
house, was held not to be such an expression of contrary 
intention as to take the case out of the statute, on the 
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game grounds as here, that there were no words pointing 
directly to personal estate. ‘ 

As to the second question, how the charge was to be 
‘apportioned between the specific and residuary devisees, 
the Master of the Rolls held that the fact of a devise 
peing specific is a sufficient indication of an intention to 
exclude the Act ; so that the charge would have to be 
borne in the first instance by the residuary real estate. 
We fear we shall be thought presumptuous, but we do 
not see why this should be so. Estates specifically 
devised, as between themselves and personal property, 
where no contrary intention is indicated, bear the charges 
incident on them ; and why should the rule be otherwise, 
as between estates devised in specie and estates devised 
as residue? If one devise Whiteacre to A. and personalty 
to B. without more, the estate in A.’s hands must bear the 
charges on it; and why should it be otherwise, if one 
‘devise Whiteacre to A. and the residue of his real estate 
fo B.? The result of the decision in the present case 
we venture to illustrate thus: The owner of Whiteacre 
cand Blackacre, both estates being subject to a mortgage, 
devises Whiteacre to A. and the rest of his real estate 
to B. Blackacre in the hands of B. bears the whole 
charge, and must indemnify Whiteacre. 


BREACH OF TRUST.—SIMPLE ConTRACT DEBT. 
Brook vy. Harwood, V.C.8.,16 W. BR. 390; L. J. Cairns, 
ib, 410, 

_Abreach of trust primd facie creates a simple contract 
debt on the part of the trustee committing the breach, 
and the particular circumstances of the case do not vary 
the rule ; Vawdrey v. Vernon, 2 Atk. 119, the particular 
circumstances referred to being the circumstances under 
which the breach of trust occurred, and not the circum- 
stances under which payment of the debt was secured : 
for there are many cases in which a debt so created has 
been held to be a debt by specialty, whether binding the 
heirs or not, These cases we propose to consider. 

The obligation to perform a trust, created by the mere 
‘acceptance of it, is enforceable in equity, but where 
there is no covenant, or words from which a covenant 
may be implied, to perform the trust, a breach of that 
trust does not create a debt by specialty. The question 
then in every case, where it is sought to infer a specialty 
‘debt from a breach of trust, is this: whether there is 
anything either in the acceptance of the trust or subse- 
quent recognition of it which amounts to a covenant by 
the trustee. The Court, having means of its own to 
‘enforce the moral obligation of a trust, will be slow to 
raise a covenant upon which an action might be brought 
at common law, unless there are apt words for the 
purpose. It will appear from the cases that a breach of 
trust has invariably been held to create a specialty debt 
where the trustee has either covenanted to pay it or 
‘acknowledged it under seal, and the cases which, from 
‘@pparent exceptions to this rule, will be found to be 

* «cases where the covenant or acknowledgment was for 
‘some purpose collateral to the debt, the nature of which 
‘was accordingly unaffected by the instrument: Courtney 
v. Taylor, 6 Man. & Gr. 851. So in Marryat v. Marryat, 
-28 Beav. 224, the debtor assigned his property for the 
‘benefit of his creditors by an instrument under seal, 
‘which made mention of the debt, but contained no 
covenant to pay it. Held, accordingly, that the instru- 
-ment being executed for a collateral object, the nature of 
the debt was not qualified by it, and that it remained a 
simple contract debt. See Wynch v. Grant, 2 Dr. 312, 
2 W. BR. 486. The distinction which we have attempted 
to draw. will be found fully treated of in Adey v. Arnold, 
2D. M. & G, 482, 

The Vice-Chancellor, in deciding this case, felt himself 
bound by Gifford v. Manley, Cas, t. Talb., on the ground 
of the trustee having acknowledged the debt under seal. 
‘The distinction, however, between the present case and 
Gifford vy, Manley, as drawn by Lord Cairns, was this: 
that in the present case the trustee acknowledged the 
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debt by an instrument under seal, whereby he mort- 
gaged an estate to secure payment of the debt, but did 
not covenant to pay it. It is clear that, had the 
parties been desirous to create a debt by specialty, they 
might have required the trustee to covenant in the usual 
way, and, as they did not do so, the presumption was 
that the parties did not intend to create a specialty 
debt, and that the mere sealing the instrument must be 
looked upon as collateral to theif intention, and therefore 
by analogy with Marryat v. Marryat must be held to 
leave the debt a simple contract debt still. This case throws 
no doubt whatever upon Gifford v. Manley, as it was 
decided upon distinct grounds, although the distinction 
may appear somewhat fine. But it shows the readiness — 
of the Court to look into, the circumstances of each case, 
and gather therefrom, if possible, the intention of the 
parties, and ground its decision thereon in all cases 
where the Court is not bound by express authority. 





COMMON LAW. 
IMPLIED WARRANTY OF QUALITY ON SALE OF 
Goons. 
Jones v. Just, Q.B., 16 W. RB. 643. 

There is no implied warranty of quality upon the sale 
of chattels; the maxim careat emptor applies, and the pur- 
Such is the general rule, 
but, as often happens, it is subject to many exceptions 
“which well-nigh eat up the rule” (Morley v. Atten- 
borough, 3 Ex. 500; Licholtz v. Bannister, 13 W. RB. 
96.) This rule is recognised in Jones v. Just, and the 
limitations and exceptions to which itis subject are care- 
fully pointed out and explained in the considered and 
elaborate judgment of the Court of Queen’s Bench. The 
facts of the case were:—the plaintiffs contracted 
with the defendants for certain specific quanti- 
ties of Manilla hemp with certain marks to ar- 
rive by different specified vessels. The hemp duly arrived, 
but it had been injured in some way before it was 
shipped, and was not of a merchantable quality. The 
plaintiffs sold it, and it fetched 25 per cent. less than 
it would have sold for if it had not been injured. The 
price of hemp had risen between the arrival of . the ves- 
sels and the sale, so that the sum actually realised by 
the plaintiffs was nearly equal to the invoice price, It 
was admitted that the defendants had acted perfectly 
bond fide, and were not aware of the real state of the 
hemp when they entered into the contract. The Court 
decided that on a sale of this sort, where the purchaser 
has no power of inspecting the goods he buys, there is 
an implied warranty by the seller that the goods are of 
a reasonably merchantable quality, and that the measure 
of damages for the breach of such a warranty is the 
difference between the value of the hemp when it arrived 
and what would have been the value of it had it been 
shipped in the state it t to have been shipped. 

In the course of the judgment, the Court, after re- 
cognising the application of the maxim caveat emptor, 
say “that there is a great distinction between the pre- 
sent case and the sale of goods in esse, which the buyer 
may inspect;” and they then classify the different 
divisions under which contracts for the sale of goods 
may fall—Ist and 2ndly, where the contract is for spe- 
cific goods which are or may be inspected by the pur- 
chaser, “ the maxim caveat emptor applies even although 
the defect which exists in them is latent and discover- 
able on examination, at least where the seller is neither 
the grower nor the manufacturer ;” Srdly, where @ 
known and defined article is ordered and actually sup- 
plied, there is no implied warranty that it shall answer 
the particular purpose intended by the buyer, although 
that purpose was communicated by the buyer at the 
time of giving the order; 4thly, where a man’ 
or dealer contracts to supply an article which he manu- 
factures or produces, to be applied to a particular pur- 
pose, there is an implied warranty that it shall be rea- 
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sonably fit for the purpose to which it is to be applied; 
Sthly, where there is a contract for the sale of goods 
which the buyer cannot examine, there is also an im- 
plied warranty that they shall be of merchantable quality. 
The Court conclude their examination of the different 
classes of contracts by saying :—“ It appears to us that 
in every contract to supply goods -of aspecified description 
which the buyer has no opportunity of inspecting, the 
goods must not only, in fact, answer the specific desorip- 
tion, but must also be saleable or merchantable under 
that description.” The result of this decision is that 
*‘ where there is no opportunity to inspect the commo- 
dity sold, the maxim caveat emptor, does not apply.” It 
does not appear that this rule, or rather éxception to the 
rule, has ever been clearly laid down before. It has been 
held that where a manufacturer supplies goods manu- 
factured by himself, or in which he deals, which the 
purchaser has no opportunity of inspecting, there is an 
implied warranty of quality. This decision now extends 
that exception somewhat further, and applies to all ven- 
dors the doctrine that has hitherto been applied only to 
manufacturers and dealers. No decision to a contrary 
effect was cited by the defendants, and the law as laid 
down in this case will probably be more generally con- 
venient than astrict application of the maxim caveat 
emptor. 








REVIEWS. 


The current number of the Law Magazine and Review 
contains a review of Mr. Grady’s Treatise on the Hindi Law 
of Inheritance, in which the eritic says little about tho 
work before him, but devotes five pages to a condemnation 
of our own notice of the same treatise (supra, p. 359). He 
appears to consider us as having dealt with improper 
harshness with Mr. Grady's treatise. In our view the 
function of a legal journal, in reviewing the law treatises 
which are proffered to the profession, is one of great re- 
sponsibility. It is the duty of the reviewer to place before 
the reader, with strict impartiality, the merits and demerits 
of the work before him, and he fails grievously in his duty 
if he allows himself to be led, by a mistaken tenderness, 
into suppressing or glossing over the faults of a treatise. 
The reader has a right to expect from a review an inex- 
orably fair estimate of the value of the book reviewed, and 
the reviewer is equally culpable whether he err on the side 
of praise or blame. In reviewing Mr. Grady’s work we gave 
an impartial estimate of its merits ’and demerits, omitting 
neither, and so acquitted ourselves of our duty to the 
reader; the reviewer, however, of the Law Magazine 
makes some statements, which, if not disproved, may mis- 
lead the student of Indian law, and we therefore think it 
well to notice his remarks. 

There are six charges against us. Our first fault is that 
we have “fallen into the error of confusing the fundamental 
and original system of Hindu law in its now historic phase 
with its actual condition as administered by British rule.” 
In what respect the “system” and the “condition” differ 
the writer has not thought it oenaeoe | to mention. We 
should hope, for the sake of the peace and tranquillity of our 
Indian empire, that this difference was merely a creation of 
the writer’s imagination. Our courts of justice are solemnly 
bound by a long series of statutes to administer the Hindu 
law in all its integrity. Up to the present time the 
courts do not seem to have found any diference be- 
tween the “original system” of Hindi law, and its 
‘actual condition” under our administration and the 
language of Lord Kingsdown, in Rungama v. Atchama 
(4 Moo. Ind. App. Cases, 89), is almost conclusive on the 
subject. Mr. Morley, in the same way, in his “ Adminis- 
tration of Justice in India” (p. 188), says that “ questions of 
Hindoo law which come within the specification of the sta- 
tutes and charters are adjudicated in the supreme courts 
according to the doctrines of each particular school of law enter= 
tained by the parties, or according to any particular custom 
clearly proved to exist among such parties.’ 

_ Secondly, we stated that the Legislature had not made suffi- 
cient provision for the right interpretation of the Hindoo law. 
Our critic seems to deny this, and cites Regulation 12 of 1793, 
forgetting that although the regulation provides for the ap- 
pointment of pundits, these were directed to give out the 





law from the “Shaster” (which may mean anything and. 
everything—Vedis, Purinas, Manu, even commentators on 
Manu), and that relying only upon the authorities that 
support their view of a case, and altogether ignoring those. 
opposed to them, they make ‘‘ confusion worse confounded,” 
and have been a fruitful source of inconvenience for years, 
so much so that at the present moment they are re- 
garded more as an obstruction than any assistance in the: 
administration of the Hindu law. (See Day v. Day, 1 
Bourke’s, H. C. R., Calcutta). 

Thirdly, we have been understood “to consider that. 
the judges in India, from their ignorance of Sanskrit, and. 
inability to refer to original sources, are incompetent to in- 


terpret or understand the Hindoo law,” and we are reminded , 


that English translations of the law are available to assist 
the judges. If the writer in the Law Review will refer 
again to our review he will find that we did not say that 
which he controverts. We did allude to “the difficulties in 
the way of a proper interpretation of the Hindoo law” by 
‘‘ our judges in the provincial courts of India,” and whether 
such difficulties exist or not will be seen from Lord Kings- 
down’s judgment in the case above cited. 

With reference to Colebrooke’s Digest and the Commentary 
of Jagannitha Moe critic spells the name “ Jagganadha”’), 
we said that “‘ Colebrooke’s Digest (English translation of the. 
Commentary), though well-known in legal circles, and 
generally followed by the judges, is very defective.” Upon 
this passage his fourth charge is founded, the writer remarking, 
that “if the critic” (ourselves) “ever read his Digest he 
would have known its chief merit consisted in the transla- 
tion by Colebrooke, one of the most celebrated Sanskrit 
scholars of his day.” Colebrooke’s reputation asa translator 
isundoubted. For the remainder we need merely cite the 
following passage from Sir Thomas Strange’s preface 
to his book on Hindi law. Whether or not the Digest 
“abounds with the frivolous requisitions as well as with the 
discordant opinions of different schools not always sufficiently 
distinguished, rests on the best authority, that of the learned 
translator, by whom its utility, for the purpose for which it 
was planned, is well nigh disclaimed” (1 Strange’s H. L. 
xviii.; see also preface to Digest page 11, and preface to. 
Colebrooke’s Inheritance, page 2). 


But by far the most important charges against us are 


those which refer to our difference of opinion with Mr. 
Grady. With regard to Mr. Grady’s observations on 
Act xxi. of 1805, we said, and we still say, that if Mr. 
Grady could have realised to himself the practical working: 
of Hindi institutions, he would not have made them. The- 
critic seems to think that we have done the author am 
injustice by not giving the context; he has not, however, 
found room for it in his own five pages, and it would not. 
mend matters were we to reprint it. 

The first of Mr. Grady’s paragraphs answers itself (see 
also page 319 of his work). In answer to the second (testa- 
mentary dispositions by converts to ese yn we said that 
the questions he has raised are very easy of solution, for the 
father has the power of disposing of his property by will, 
and if he dies intestate the property will be divided, accord-- 
ing to the principle laid down in a great many cases, the: 
latest of which, we think, is the one reported in 1 Madras 
High Court Reports 45. 

ith regard to the funeral obsequics performed by @ 
nephew, we said, following the opinion of Sir Thomas 
Strange, that they were held not so efficacious as those per- 
formed by a son. The critic takes objection to this, and 
refers us back to the authority cited by Mr. Grady, Dat- 
taka Memans& Suhon, 11, section 45. This clause un- 
doubtedly supports Mr. Grady’s view; but Mr. Sutherland: 
(the translator) throws doubt upon its authenticity. He 
says, “ The author, by the substitution of one letter for 
another, has ingeniously produced a sense directly opposite 
to that of the Kaluka oeme (see Stokes’ Hindi Law 
Books, page 556). In clause 32 it is laid down “that 


brothers, and sisters also, of the whole blood, are not recipro- . 


” 


cally the adoptive parents of the son of one of them;’’ and. 
there are other texts abounding in the Meminsa which sup- 
port the same view. Our critic forgets that oblations are 
not only presented for the salvation of the father and grand- 
father, but also for the mother, and the mother’s father of 
the deceased Hindi; and the nephew does not seem- to 
possess the power of rescuing the mother’s (that is, his aunt’s) 
father from Put (see Sutherland’s Synopsis, head fourth, 
also Vyavastha Darpana, 1026). Manu’s doctrine, quoted. 
by Mr. Grady, would thus seem to apply to the case of un-- 
married brothers. The “mystic ceremonies” referred to 
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we thought were so well known from the labours of 
oriental scholars that we did not produce any authority 
for them. They will be found fully described in the 
Vyavastha Darpana, pp. 1024-1038. And that the obla- 
tions offered by a nephew fall short of those presented by a 
son will be manifest from the passage in Colebrooke’s 
Digest, vol. iii, page 578, quoted page 191, Vyavostha 
Darpana. 

There now remains for us to consider whether or not an 
adopted father can give his adopted son in adoption. In our 
review we stated that it has been held that his adopted son 
becomes in every respect the actual son of the father (1 Mor- 
ley’s Digest, 23). Such being the case there is no rea- 
son why the father should not give him away in adoption if 
he can legally do so—that is to say, if the adopted son is not 
the only son, as an only son cannot be given in adoption. 
It sometimes happens that after adoption a father gets natural 
sons, and in that case the adopted, as one of many sons ean, 
as we understand, be given away a second timo in adop- 
tion. Lastly, the writer assures us that Mr. Grady was 

rfectly serious in saying that “ the virtue to deliver from 
Put is expended at the first adoption of a boy.” The state- 
ment in question, however, is so ludicrously unmeaning that 
there is no more to be said. 


We would fain bring this long comment to a conclusion, 
but are detained by a statement which imperatively de- 
mands contradiction. Speaking of Colebrooke's translation 
of the Digest, the reviewer says :—“‘ When the translations 
referred to were proves Sanskrit was a language studied 
by Europeans and natives in India with greater zeal than 
it has ever since been. In fact, day by day the study of the 
language in India has gradually decreased, and we believe that 
at present there are very few Europeans or natives in India 
who are possessed of more than the slightest smattering of the 
language.” On what authority this “belief”’ is based we 
are not told, but we are in a position to offer the most un- 
qualified contradiction to this statement. Not only has the 
study of Sanskrit in India not decreased, but it has been 
gradually increasing at a very satisfactory rate. The ex- 
cellent publications in the Bibliotheca Indica by native 
scholars of eminence, such as Rajendra Lala Mitra, Iswra 
Chandra Vydasagara Jayandrayana Tartkapanehanan, and 
many more, as well as other editions of Sanskrit works not 
included in the series of the Bib. Ind., are the best evidence 
of the zeal and scholarship with which Sanskrit studies are 
now pursued in India. We consider the statement a gross 
calumny upon our Government, who are doing so much for 
education in India, and upon our native fellow subjects who 
have taken such ready advantage of the means of education 
placed at their disposal by the Government. 


If we could have reprinted the passages in Mr. Grady’s 
work, in our-own review of that work, and in the 
Law Review's criticism of the review, our present re- 
marks would have told their own story better, and the reader 
would have been spared the trouble of reference ; but to have 
done this would have extended this notice to an unreason- 
able length—unreasonable towards those readers who are 
not specially interested in Indian law. 

We are sorry, we repeat, to have devoted so much space 
toa topic in which the majority of our readers take probably 
but little interest, but certain unfounded statements and 
= having been made, we thought it well to refute 








VALUE Or PROPERTY IN MANCHESTER.—One of the most im- 

t sales by auction which has taken place in this city for a 

riod was held on Tuesday evening, at the Clarence Hotel, 

by Messrs. Chinnock, sworthy, & Chinnock, of the nume- 

tous properties sold by direction of the Court of Chancery, in 

the causes of Hervey v. Chapman and Hervey v. Slack. The at- 

tendance was very numerous, and the lots excited considerable 

competition, realising a total of £32,575. The land in Fountain- 

street, with the Swan Inn, sold at the rate of about £24 per yard, 

or upwards of £120,000 per acre, which is a higher price than 

that obtained at the present time for land of a similar character 
in the city of Londen.— Manchester Guardian. 


Cost or THE BounpARY ComMMISSION.—According to a re- 
turn published yesterday it appears that the fees paid to the 
assistant boun commissioners for their services amounted in 
the aggregate to £7,469 14s. The number of days during which 

were occupied varied from thirty-seven to sixty-six, 
ni the rate of remuneration from three to five guineas a day. 
mes. 





COURTS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
STATEMENT or THE NumpBer or Causes, Perrrions, &c. 
disposed of in Court in the week ending Thursday - 
June 18, 1868. : 
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* COUNTY COURTS. 
LAMBETH. 
(Before J, Pirt Tayton, Esq., Judge. 
June 16.—Power v. Cracknell. 

Where a charge of assault has been adjudicated upon by @ 
police-court an action for damages is not sustainable, 

The plaintiff, a labourer, claimed £2 as damages sustained 
through his wife having been assaulted by the defendant. 

Rigby, in opening the case for the plaintiff, said he had 
summoned the defendant to the police-court for an assault. - 
The magistrate had punished her for that, and the plaintiff 
now sought to recover for the loss of his wife’s services, and 
for money paid for medical attendance, and consequent on 
the injuries she had received. 

Mr. Pirr TayLor said that statement was fatal to the 
plaintiff's claim. The magistrate having adjudicated in the 
matter, there was an end of it. Referring to his own book 
on the “‘ Law of Evidence,” 1395, fifth edition, he said there 
was no doubt on the subject; he had quoted numerous autho- 
rities on the point. ‘The plaintiff could not recover. , 





Ipswicu. : 
(Before J. WoRLLEDGE, Esq., Judge.) 

June 17.—Cox v. the Great Eastern Railway Company. 

Cleansing a cattle truck in obedience to the Cattle Plague 
orders of 1867 is not an ‘‘ extraordinary service in respect of 
which the company may make a reasonable extra charge,” 
under s, 280 of the Great Eastern Railway Company's Act, 
1867. Held, therefore, that the company were not justified 
in detaining and selling a cow conveyed by them, for none 
payment of a charge for such cleansing. 

This case was heard at the last court, and was virtually an 
action for the wrongful conversion, by the defendant’s 
servants, of a cow, the property of the plaintiff. The facts’ 
were these :—On the 18th of November, 1867, the plaintiff, 
a cattle dealer, purchased the cow, and sent her by the Great 
Eastern Railway to Ipswich, where she arrived in due course. 
The station master, at Ipswich, thereupon sent the plaintiff 
as advice note of the cow’s arrival at the Ipswich station, 
and therein gave the plaintiff notice that the company’s 
demand upon him in respect of the carriage of the cow was 
5s. 8d. for freight and 1s. for — the truck (in 
obedience to the ‘‘Consolidated Cattle Plague Order of 
August, 1867.” The plaintiff had upon previous occasions 
peid the charge for cleansing, but the present being the case 
of a single animal only, he determined to try the question 
whether the company could legally make the charge for the 


‘cleansing or not. Accordingly he went to the station and 


tendered the clerk in charge the sum of 5s. 8d. for the freight, 
but refused to pay the Is. for cleansing. The clerk refused 
to give up the cow without receiving the full sum 
claimed, viz, 6s. 8d., and the plaintiff left the cow in pos- 
session of the company. It was afterwards sold by the defen- 
dant's servants, and, after deducting the 6s. 8d. and the ex- 
nses of her keep until the day of sale, and of the sale itself, 
heen the amount she realised, the balance was tendered 
plaintiff before action,and had since been paid into court. By 
clause 54 of the “Consolidated Cattle Plague Order of August, 
1867,” it is required that every truck shall be cleansed and 
disinfected once in every six hours during the time it is used 
for any animal, and the mode and composition in and with 
which the truck is to be cleansed and disinfected is specially 
prescribed by the order. . 
Kemp, for the defendants, contended that the cleansin 
and disinfecting the truck in which the cow was convey 
from Diss to Ipswich was an extraordinary service performed 
by the company, within the meaning of the 230th section 
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of the Great Eastern Railway Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vict. c. 
223), and for which they are by the same section enabled to 
make a reasonable extra charge, and that fhe shilling (admit- 
ted to be a reasonable charge if the company are entitled. to 
make any charge inthat behalf) was therefore ‘‘ toll” within 
the meaning of the word as defined by section, 3 of the Rail- 
nay Clauses Consolidated Act, 1848 (8 Vict. c. 20), and that 
the defendants, therefore, had a right under section 97 of the 
same Act todetain and sell the cow upon the plaintiff's re- 
fusal on demand to pay the charge for cleansing the truck. 

Blofield, for the plaintiff, on the other hand, contended 
that the duty of cleansing and disinfecting the truck being 
on upon the defendants by law, it was not an extra: 
ordinary service performed by them for the plaintiff or his 
cow, and, therefore not within the meaning of the 230th ste- 
tion of the special Act, and that the defendants could only 
acquire aright to charge for it by special agreement under 
section 233 of the special Act, with the owners of the cattle con- 4 
veyed on the railway. He furtherargued that where the Privy 
Council intend to impose any charge upon the owners of the 
cattle they do so by express wath as by clause 43 of the 
orders of 1867, whereby they required the owner, : consignee, 
or other person landing foreign cattle within twelve hours 
after landing them, at his own expense, to mark them by 
clipping the hair off the end of the tail; and cited Pegler v. 

onmouih Railway and Canal Company, 9 W. R. 597. 

After hearing Kemp, in reply, his Honour directed the 

jury, to find a verdict for the plaintiff for £18 (the price 
plaintiff ” for the cow), subject to his opinion upon the 
points of law, first whether the defendants were entitled to 
make the charge for cleansing the trucks against the owners 
of cattle conveyed in them; and, secondly, if so entitled, 
whether they can detain and sell the cattle for such charge 
under sec. 97 of 8 Vict.c. 20, coupled with their special 
Act; and gave either party leave to appeal. 

His Honour now gave the following judgment:—As Mr, 
Kemp very justly remarked, this is a case of the first 


impression, and I have been unable to find any authority to 
guide me directly to a decision, for I do not think the case 
to which Mr. Blofield referred me is in point, as the New- 
port and Pontypool Railway Act, 1845, upon the construc- 
tion of which that case depended, did not authorise the com- 
pany te make any terminal charges, which the 230th section 
of the Great Eastern Act, of 1862, does, and I must there- 


fore decide the case upon the bar. words of the Acts of 
Parliament themselves. I will just refer to section 230 of the 
cial Act, and it is clear that it provides for two classes of 
charges, the first limited, and the second unlimited, except 
by the condition that they are to be reasonable charges. Let 
us now consider the second class of charges in their order. 
The first is a reasonable sum for loading, covering, and un- 
loading of goods at any terminal station of such goods. Now 
that is clearly a charge for services rendered to or in respect 
of the goods themselves. Take the next, ‘‘and for delivery 
and collection:” that means clearly of the goods themselves. 
The next specificcharge is, “ A reasonable sum for warehousing 
and wharfage ;” that again must be of the goods themselves. 
Therefore, all the chargesspecifically mentioned in the second 
branch of the 230th section of the special Act are for services 
rendered to the goods carried, 7.c., for something actually 
done to the i apes themselves. When, then, we come to the 
general words relied upon by Mr. Kemp, and which alone 
will serve his purpose—viz., ‘‘or for any other extraordi- 
nary services performed by the company, in respect of which 
the company may make a reasonable extra e,” must 
not these general words be restricted to services out of the 
ordinary course rendered or done directly to the goods or 
animals carried? According to the mle acted upon in 
Sandiman vy. Breach, 7 B. & C. 96; Casher v. Holmes, 2 B. 
& A. 592; and Reg. v. Nevill, 8 Q. B. 452, that where 
several words preceding a general word point to a confined 
meaning, the general word shall not have such a confined 
meaning beyond subjects ¢jusdem generis. Now the cleansing 
and disinfecting the trucks is a service performed and done 
— and to the trucks themselves, and not directly to 
the goods and animals carried, as in the specific instances 
provided for by the 230th section, and therefore, if I 
was to give the words relied — the extended meaning 
contended for by Mr. Kemp, I should, I think, be violating 
the rule of construction acted upon in the cagea I have 
just referred to, and in many others which are to be found 
in the books of reports. Again, the first class of charges men- 





t'oned in the 230th section, includes “ The tolls for the use 
of the railway and trucks,” and what is the present demand 


of the company but an attempt by the company to exact an 
increased toll for the use of the trucks because they have to 
cleanse and disinfect them? Iam, therefore, of opinion that 
the charge in question is not authorised by the Special Act, 
Again, if the question be but doubtful, and the meaning of 
the Special Act be ambiguous, the Act must be construed 
most strongly against the company upon the general ir 
enunciated by Lord Ellenborough in Gildart v. Glad stone, 
11 East, 635 (an action for Liverpool dock dues), where he 
says, ‘* Ifthe words would fairly admit of different meanin 
it would be right to adopt that which is more favourable to 
the interest of the public, and against that of the company, 
because the company, in bargaining with the public, ought to 
take care to express distinctly what payments they are to re- 
ceive, and becausethe public ought not to be so charged unless 
it be clear that it was so intended;” and to the same effect are 
the opinions of Lord Tenderden in The Hull Dock Company 
y. Brown, 2 B. & A. 58, of Bayley, J., in The Leeds and 
Liverpool Canal Company v. Hustler, 1 B. & C, 424; and of 
Tindall, C.J., in Barrett v. Stockton and Darlington Railway 
Company, 2 Scott’s New Reports, 370; and I think it is im- 
possible for anyone to say that it is not, at best, a doubtful 
uestion. Again, looking to section 97 of the General Act, 
this company can only detain and sell for tolls if not paid 
on demand, and in the 8rd section of the same Act toll is 
defined to include ‘‘any rate, or charge, or other payment 
under the Special Act, for any passenger, animal, iage, 
goods, merchandise, articles, matters or things conveyed on 
the railway.” Now, it is clear that the shilling in dispute 
was not claimed for the cow herself that had been conveyed 
on the railway, but for cleansing the truck in which she had 
been so conveyed. Upon the whole, therefore, and for 
the reasons above given, my opinion is in favour of the 
plaintiff, and the verdict already entered for him must 
stand, and the judgment of the Court must, therefore, be 
for £18 and costs. 


EXETER. 
(Before Mr. Serjeant Perersporrr, Judge.) 
June 2.—Practice of the Court. 

In the course of the day, Serjeant Petersdorff said that 
seeing Mr. Floud and other practitioners present he would 
take the opportunity of calling their attention to the prac- 
tice under section 12 of the new County Courts Act (30 & 
31 Vict. c. 142). Before the Act came into operation it had 
occurred to him that proceedings under section 12 must be 
more exact than in other cases, and that the common kind 
of particulars would not suffice. Unless some exactness 
were used his judgments, instead of preventing litigation, 
would in time give rise to it. He had therefore mentioned 
to the registrars on his circuit that he should require the 
particulars in these actions to be framed, so as to show 
clearly and exactly the land with respect to which the dis- 
pute arose. Since that time, however, he was glad to see 
that the Committee of County Court Judges had exactly 
met his views. By rule 259 of the “County Court Rules 
and Orders, 1868,” it was required that a statement of the 
cause of action should be delivered in one of the forms 
given in the appendix (form 153) or at any rate in a sh 
as nearly approaching to it as possible. The forms given 
yery much resembled a declaration in the modern and im- 
proved style of pleading. He would only add that in all 
cases under this section he should require the plaintiff to 
furnish a statement containing a clear, formal, distinct, and 
specific claim. The statement could then be incorporated 
in his judgment, so that it might descend with the land, and 
might bind not only the — themselves, but all who 
might come after them. He mentioned this in order that 
cases might not be defeated through the statement of claim 
being improperly framed. 

Treland v. Hellier. 

Where plaintiff agreed with defendant to sell him a certain 
crop of growing grass, which was to be eaten down by the cattle 
of the defendant—Held, that the sale was not a sale of an interest 
in land within section 4 of the Statute of Frauds, but merely 
amounted to a licence from plaintiff to defendant to .take the 
grass, 

This was a claim for £3 2s, 4d. for four days’ keep of 
certain sheep belonging to the defendant. meee 

Mr. Willesford (for Mr. Floud) appeared for the plaintiff; 
Mr. Friend was for the defendant. T: 

It appeared that there had been a sale by plaintiff to 
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defendant of the grass growing in a certain meadow 
for the sum of £8 7s. 6d. Plaintiff alle; that the 
defendant had agreed to take his cattle out of the field on 
April 15—in other words, that the sale was only a sale of 
as much grass as defendant’s cattle could eat by that day. 
The sale took place in March. Defendant, on the other 
hand, alleged that there was an absolute sale of the crop of 
‘and that though he had promised to cut it down by 
the 15th of wir he had said at the time of sale that he 
would not be bound to a day or two. Both parties 
in saying that there was a sale of the grass, but that it was 
understood that defendant was to turn in stock to eat it 
down. The stock turned in not having been removed till 
April 20th, plaintiff claimed to be paid for four days’ extra 
keep. At the close of plaintiff’s case, } 

Mr. Friend objected that the action was not maintainable. 
His friend had proved a verbal contract for the sale of 
grass, and not a mere adjustment. Such acontract as was 
alleged had been decided to be within section 4 of the Statute 
of Frauds, and ought, therefore, to be in writing. . 

Serjeant Pzrersporrr said that he considered that tn 
the present case the parties did not intend to effect a sale. 
It wasa mere licence from plaintiff to defendant to enter, 
and take the grass. He therefore overruled the objection. 

Subsequently, at his Honour’s suggestion, a verdict was 
taken for the plaintiff for £1 10s, 

Re John Barry, a bankrupt. 

A creditor took possession of a policy of life insurance, and 
paid the premiums thereon for some years, without the knowledge 
of his debtor, who supposed that the policy had lapsed. No as- 
signment was ever made to the creditor, nor did he give any- 
written notice to the office, though it received the premiums from 
him. It gave written receipts, however, in which the premiums 
were stated to be paid by the bankrupt, Eventually the debtor 
became bankrupt. 

Held, that the assignees were entitled to the proceeds of the 
policy less the premiums paid by the creditor and interest thereon 
at £5 per cent. 

This was a meeting for last examination and discharge. 
Mr. J. Havill, the bankrupt’s father-in-law, was sammoned 
to deliver up acertain policy of insurance held by him, but 
: flected by the bankrupt. 

r. Friend appeared for Havill; Mr. Floud for the 
te. 


tY) 
es 


tate, 
It appeared that some years ago the bankrupt effected a 
policy of insurance on the joint lives of himself and his wife, 
in the “ United Kingdom Temperance and General Provi- 
dent Life Association,” forthe sum of £100. He subse- 
uently fell into difficulties, but kept up rer rcs until 
about iis years ago. His wife then became ill, and the 
bankrupt was too poor either to support her or to pay the 
annual premium of £4 6s. on the po icy. Havill, therefore, 
atthe bankrupt’s request, supplied the wife with food, 
lodgings, medical attendance, and other necessaries, down 
to the time of her death. He wished, however, to secure 
the repayment of his advances, and knowing that, as the 
wife was in a decline, she must soon die, and that the sum 
assured would then fall due, he obtained ession of the 
policy (by some means which were not stated) and paid the 
annual premiums thereon down to thedate of the Secloenten 
He never gave any formal notice to the office of any 
claim on the policy, but he paid the premiums to its 
agents, and took receipts. In these, however, the pre- 
miums were stated to be paid by the bankrupt. 
During the time Havill was paying the premiums, 
the bankrupt twice compounded with his creditors. He be- 
lieved the policy to have lapsed, and did not become aware 
that it was still in existence until a few weeks before his 
a. On March 19th, 1868, he filed his petition 
in the Exeter County Court, and was adjudicated bankrupt. 
A few days afterwards the bankrupt’s wife died, and the 
sum secured by the policy then became payable. Havill 
claimed to be allowed to retain the policy until he had 
been repaid the premiums, apd also the advances made by 
. for the bankrupt. The sum assured remained un- 


pai 
Mr. Floud admitted the above facts, and expressed his 

sympathy with Havill, and his willingness to abide by any 

= Honour could feel that the law allowed him ‘to 


e. 
The registrar of the court (Mr. R. R. M. Daw), called 
Honour’s attention to the case of Edwards y. Martin, 

14 W. R, 25 





Serjeant Pererspdrrr said that it was clear thatthe policy 
belonged to the «assignees, and must be given up to 
He yr 3 however, that on the authority of the casa 
just cited, Havill was entitled to be repaid the premiums 
actually paid by him, and interest on’ them. He should 
therefore make the same order as Vice-Chancellor Stuart 
had done in that case. Havill must give up the policy to 
the assignees, and they must repay him out of it the pre- 
miums paid y him, and interest on them at £5 per cent., 
amounting in the whole to £25. - 

- Order accordingly. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Tue New Law Covrrs. 


Mr. Edward M. Barry, A.R.A., presents his compliments 
to the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal, and will feol obli 
by his publishing the enclosed letter, which he has felt ig 
his duty to address to the Secretary of the Treasury, on the 
selection of an Architect to the New Law Courts. Mr. B 
considers that the Government entered into a contract wi 
the competitors, in order to obtain designs from them, and 
that nothing that has occured since the designs were sent in, 
for which the competitors are not responsible, can vitiate 
this contract. 

21, Abingdon Street, 8th June, 168. 

Sir,—I am informed'that her Majesty’s Government propose 
to disregard the award of the judges of designs for the New 
Law Courts, and to appoint Mr. Street architect of that im- 

rtant work, notwithstanding that they have been officially 
informed by the Right Honourable, W. IF’. Cowper, the chair- 
man of the judges of designs, that the judges have decided 
that my design is the best in regard to convenience of plan 
and internal arrangements; and that of Mr. Street in regard 
to elevation only. 

The conditions of the competition _—— in the most 
stringent manner, that excellence of plan, and internal ar- 
rangement, is to be preferred to all other considerations. 
The conditions state, on page 11, that “the chief points to be 
kept constantly in view, and to be treated as superseding, so far 
as they may conflict, all considerations of architectural effect, 
are the accommodation to be provided, and the arrangements 
to be adopted, so as in the greatest degree to facilitate the 
despatch and the accurate transaction of the law business of 
the country; and in carrying out this design, the first object 
should be to provide ample uninterrupted communication 
and accommodation for those who have legitimate business 
in the New Building.” On page 7, we read, “ The arvange- 
ment of the courts and offices is of vital moment; on it mainly 
depends the suecess or failure of their concentration, axd its ime 
portance cannot be over-estimated, For the interior of such a 
building, and in such a locality, a requirement of the first 
magnitude, and one having a very important bearing on the 
question of arrangement, is abundaut window-light. It will 
be next to impossible to give too much to any of the offices. 
Almost every room throughout the building being devoted 
to purposes of writing or reading, will necessarily require 
the fullest extent of hight which. can be obtained.” Again, 
on pa s 8 and 9, “ But while the question of a sufficiency 
of ight is of very great importance, and must necessarily 
have influence on the arrangement of the rooms, a necessity 
of almost equal urgency is quiet. In short, that the utmost 
precautions be taken, and means — by which the 
quiet of the courts may be secured. e comparative deyrees 
of quiet required for the different offices are meant to be 
indicated in the schedules, thus, q-1, q-2, q-3, signifying 
respectively, quiet, quieter, and quietest.” Again, on page 
13, “ The convenient working of the whole arrangement depends 
on the manner in which facilities of communication are afforded.’” 
. The above extracts are but specimens of the spirit which 
pervades the conditions throughout, laying down the 
principle to be followed in the selection of the architect ; 
and their requirements are summed up by the general 
heading, in the index, ‘‘ Utility to be attended to before effact.” 

* Few practical persons will fail to admit the good sense of 
these instructions, or the difficulty of complying with them, 
in respect of a building which is to be one of strict utility. 
Fewer still will be prepared to find that the result of the com- 
petition is to disregard them, as if they had never been 
written, and to choose a design, avowedly recommended, by 
a — for its elevation alone. y 

he-Judges of Designs have twice officially recorded their 
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, judgment, in their award, that ‘‘ the design of Mr. Barry is 
the best in regard to plan and distribution of the interior.” 
. Two of their number, Messrs. Shaw and Pownall, who were 
specially appointed to advise the Royal Commission on points 
of professional detail, have recorded their opinion, servatim, 
on the several points contained in the instructions to the 
competing architects, and have reported in my favour, 
. under the followidg heads :— 

Light and air. 

Quiet. 

Relative position of departments. 

Accesses and staircases. 

Communication between different sets of offices. 

Intercommunication. 

Separation of traffic. 

Private road, Clement’s Inn, Bell yard, and Strand. 

Queen’s Bench Court, and rooms. 

Common Pleas Court, and rooms. 

Exchequer Court, and rooms. 

Exchequer Chamber. 

Spare Court. 

Lords’ Justices Court, and rooms. 

Vice-Chancellor Kindersley’s Court, and rooms. 

Vice-Chancellor Stuart’s Court; and rooms. 

Vice-Chancellor Wood’s Court, and rooms. 

Spare Court of Equity. : 

Registrar's offices, 

Enrolment office. 

Visitors in Lunacy. 

Queen’s Bench judges’ chambers. 

Common Pleas judges’ chambers. 

Exchequer judges’ chambers. 

Queen’s Bench master’s office. 

Common Pleas master’s office. 

Queen’s Bench associates. 

Common Pleas associates, 

Exchequer associates. 

Circuit associates. 

Crown officers’ rooms. 

Royal Commissions’ offices. 

Spare rooms. 

Waterclosets and Urinals, 

By this report my design is selected, as the best, for 

almost all the courts and most imrurtant offices, and is 


specially preferred in the all-important matters of light and 
air, quiet, accesses, general arrangements, §c., which are the 
vital points to be attended to, and for the neglect of which no 
exterior, however attractive, will furnish compensation. 

Mr. Street’s design is only specially noticed four times ; 


first, as to condition No 5, as being inconsistent with the 
conditions, in the important matter of the size of the courts, 
which is stated to be deficient ; secondly and thirdly, as to 
area of site and tramways, on which points it is preferred ; 
and fourthly, it is put on an equality with the designs of 
seven other competitors, in the provision made for the 
Receiver of Wills Department. 

When the architects were invited to compete, they were 
informed by a Treasury minute, dated 23rd Dec., 1865, that 
the “ notices, or invitations to compete, should be issued by 
the Committee of Judges,” and that their award should be 
Jial, and though I have been willing, in deference to their 
award, to waive my — claims, and to consent to act 
jointly with Mr. Street, I must, in justice to myself, maintain 
that by the.award of the judges, my claims were made 
superior to those ofany other single competitor, and no other 
ee to have been preferred to me. 

write in no spirit of hostility to my friend Mr. Street ; 

but it is impossible not to see that my design has been 
selected as the best, for what I have done, in respect of those 
important points which the competitors were told were of 
vital moment. The solid grounds of the judgment in my 
favour are plainly and intelligibly reeorded, so that all the 
world may judge of their importance ; while Mr. Street is to 
be appointed, from an esthetic preference for his elevation 
alone, in defiance of the clearest statement, that such a 
preference wes not to determine the competition. Moreover, 
as Mr. Street’s elevation is inconsistent with the plan 
approved, and cannot therefore be carried out, he is selected 
not for what he has done, but for what he may yet do,a ground 
upon which he might as well have been chosen without any 
competition at all. 

I have every confidence in Mr. Street’s ability to design, 
and carry inte effect, a building worthy of the nation, but 
I reg: et to say that.J cannot acquiesce in the justice of the 





course proposed to be adopted, as I consider it directly at 
variance with the letter and the spirit of the conditions, on 
the faith of which I, in common with the other competitors, 
agreed to devote my time and attention to this work. 

Having conformed to the regulations of the Commissioners 
—having complied with the conditions of the competition— 
and having the decision of the judges in my favour, I havea 
right to ask, very respectfully, but most urgently, that the 
Government, on their part, should abide by their Sengagement, 
Sormally recorded in a Treasury minute, that the award of the 
judges should be final. therefore most earnestly appeal to 
their Lordships not to turn my success in this competition 
into a serious loss and injury, by denying to me, after a 
long and trying suspense, my just reward, and excludin 
me from all connection with this great national work, wi 
which they have allowed my name to be publicly associated 
during more than twelve months. 

I havethe honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 
be Edward M. Barry. 
P. Sclater Booth, Esq., M.P., 
Secretary to her Majesty's Treasury, 





County Court Apyocacy. 

Sir,—Cheap and expeditious justice is opened to all in 
these courts, more especially since the late enlargement of 
jurisdiction. ‘ 

Undisputed cases are now taken before the registrar; in 
con cases the courts would largely gain by the atten- 
dance of a trained body of advocates to form a regular bar, 
and by the encouragement of appeals to the superior courts. 

Nobody can fail to perceive that the judges, who asa 
body deserve and enjoy the confidence of suitors of every 
degree, suffer in dignity and efficiency from having to'supply 
the place of an advocate on one side, and not unfrequently 
on both. 

Advocacy, good and cheap, is a necessity, if the public are 
to have the full benefit of the courts. 

Two difficulties, one of which is exemplied in your paper 
of the 23rd May, in the reported case of Lowe v. Hammond, 
and the other by the motion to allow of half-guinea fees to 
counsel, at present stand in the way. 

The bar must descend to small fees or they will not be 
generally employed, nor have the bar much chance with- 
out coming to some fair understanding with the solicitors in 

ion of the business, who have hitherto regularly at- 
tended the courts, and are known as advocate attorneys. 

The remedy is in the hands of the bar, by revoking rules 
of etiquette framed and enforced for the superior courts, but 
inapp icable to courts of inferior degree. 

hy should not solicitors who have actually practised in 
these courts as advocates for years be called to the bar upon 
the certificate of fitness from the judges whose courts they 
attend? In this way the practice would be thrown open, 
and there would be a fair field for all. 
PARVUM PARVA DECENT. 

[As the rule now is no barrister can become a solicitor 
without going through the usual period of probation, and 
conversely of a solicitor wishing to be called to the bar, nor 
do wesee any reason for altering this practice.—Eb. 8. J.] 





Tue Jamaica PRosEcUTION. 

Sir,—This question has, as you say, been discussed in 80 
unfortunate a spirit, that we must all rejoice at its being 
finally laid. Will you, however, allow me a parting word 
in your columns ? 

lieving, as I do, that General Eyre’s conduct in Jamaica 
was actuated solely by a lond jide desire to do right, the 
question whether or no what he did was legal, and, if not, 
whether or no a person so acting, though with bond jide in- 
tentions, is criminally responsible, is still one which ought, 
in the interests of the nation, not to pass unheeded. No one 
knows better than the lawyers how dangerous precedents 
are, or how apt hard cases are to make law, and if it be 
illegal to proclaim “ martial law ” as in Jamaica, to bring 
an accused person forcibly into the proclaimed district in 
order to try him there, under martial law, for an offence 
committed in another place—what worse or more dangerous 
law can be imagined than that which should sanction such 

ings ? 


proceedings ‘ : 
Had I been on the grand jury charged by the Lord Chief 
Justice I must have found the bill against General Eyre 





ub Sn BD bet Bs A a eet Ok es Oe a 


EHO 8 oft T eis 2 ees he 


J od 


Sex eoesm an 


~ June 20, 1868, THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


703 








which they ignored, believing as I do in the accuracy of his 
Lordship’s view, but as. acl ag had I been on the petty 
jury empanelled afterwards, I should have ~ acquitted 
General Eyre, believing asI do that he acted 0 goo 
‘motives. cannot, ‘therefore, be considered prejudiced on 
either side. One of the taunts flung at the prosecuting 
_ party (most of whom have, I own, deserved it) is—* Why 
don’t you prosecute Sir R. Napier for his glorious work in 
Abyssinia?’ but the parallel between the two cases fails 
because there is no shadow of question as to the legality of 
Sir R. Napier’s proceeding, and it is the essence of the 
Jamaica case that there was grave doubt (I-will put it no 
igher) as to the proceedings of General Eyre. 

t is unfortunate that there should have con a difference 
of opinion Ms ag the bench, but the question has now been 
.80 thoroughly ventilated that we need have little appre- 
hension of the Jamaica pr ings becoming a precedent. 


roceedings becoming 
Omitting the legal bearings of the matter, the Jamaica 
affair seems to me to show most ar gqe-d the evils of en- 


ting a responsible post to any but a strongman. Gene- 


frus 
aby did his best, but he was not proof against a panic. - 


utram or Lawrence been governor of Jamaica, the 
‘insurrection would have been stamped out with far less ado. 
Most of your Indian readers will remember the outcry which 
was made at Lord Dalhousie’s so-called supineness, when 
all Calcutta was in a panic; yet who proved to be right, 
Lord Dalhousie, or the ladies and gentlemen in Calcutta ? 
a A Svusscriper, 





Sir,—I shall feel ‘obliged if you will inform me to whom 
I should apply for information as to the steps necessary to 
‘be taken to.pass as an attorney or English solicitor, fees, ex- 
aminations, &c. I am a Scotch solicitor and notary, but 
am anxious to qualify myself to practise in England or the 
colonies, An answer in course will be esteemed a great 
favour. EBsEN. SMITH. 


{Apply tothe Incorporated Law Society.—Ep. S, J.] 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Pripgavx, Q.C. has been appointed Recorder of 
Helston in the room of Serjeant Cox, resigned. 


Mr. Serseant Cox has been appointed recorder of 
Portsmouth, in succession to Mr. George Poulden, deceased. 


Mr. Cuartes Parry Hosnovse, of the Bengal Civil 
Service, has been appointed a judge of the High Court of 
Calcutta. Mr. Hobhouse is a nephew of Lord Broughton 
mare Sir John Cam Hobhouse), to whose baronetcy 

created in ponte he is now heir presumptive; his father, 
Mr. Henry William Hobhouse (M.P. for Hereford fora few 
‘months in 1841), having recently died. Mr. C. P. Hobhouse 
entered the Bengal Civil Service in 1844, and has been 
chiefly employed in the Judicial Department. 








PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 

June 138,—Law of Copyright.—A bill by Lord Westbury 
‘to amend the law of copyright as to works of fine art was 
Tead a first time. 

June 15.—County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Bill.— 

1 Granville moved the second reading. 

The Lord Chancellor said that in the course of last ses- 
sion a bill was introduced by the Government into the 
other House of Parliament for the pui of giving county 
courts jurisdiction in admiralty cases, but the measure was 
“obliged to be placed in abeyance in consequence of the ex- 
citing subjects which arose at that time and which fully 
occupied the attention of Parliament. After the close of 
the session a commission was appointed for the purpose of 
-cousidering this among other important subjects connected 
with the law, and he should have been more satisfied had 
the present bill not been introduced until after the report 
of that commission had been made. As, however, there 
was evidently a strong feeling throughout the country in 
favour of some adesinalty jurisdiction being conferred upon 
the county courts, and as the House of Commons had 
the Per measure, he should not wish to oppose the se- 
cond reading of the bill. While assenting to the second 





rage the bill, however, he should reserve to himself 
the rig t of proposing several amendments upon it in com- 
mi 


Lord Chelmsford also thought that it would have been 
desirable to have deferred arms upon this subject until 
after the report of the commission had been presented. He 
thought it unfair to im this additional labour upon the 
county court judges, whom he might describe as judicial 
beasts of burden, upon whom all extra work of this sort was 
usually thrown. e objected tothe admiralty jurisdiction 
in Liverpool being conferred upon the court of e, and 
to the large fees likely to arise out of the litigation being 
given to the corporation of that town. . 

The Lord Chancellor proposed to introduce an aménd- 
ment in committee relative to the Liverpool Court of Pas- 


e. 
The bill was then read a second time. 

The Sale of Poisons and Pharmacy Act Amendment Bill 
passed thiough Committee. 


June 16.—The Poor Relief Bill was considered in Com- 
mittee. 

June 18.—The Established Church (Ireland) Bill was read 
a first time, and the second reading fixed for the 25th. 

Earl Grey gave notice that he should move as an amend- 
ment that the bill be read a second time that day six 
months. 

The Judgments Extension Bill was read a first time. 

The Religious, §¢., Buildings Sites Bill was recommitted. 

Lord Romilly rose to move the omission of clause 2, and 
the substitution for it of the following clause :— 

“Provided also, that every such alienation, grant, con- 
veyance, lease, assurance, surrender, or other disposition 
shall be absolutely and to all intents and null and 
void unless and until the same or some i or instrument 
declaring the trusts thereof shall have been enrolled in her 
Majesty’s High Court of Chancery.” 

e clause was ultimately withdrawn, and the bill passed 
through committee. F 

Sale of Poisons and Pharmacy Act Amendment Bill.—On the 
motion that this bill be read a third time, 

Lord Redesdale moved the introduction of a clause to se- 
cure for the protection of the public the use of one uniform 
bottle for holding poisons, to be called ‘the Poison Bottle.” 

The clause was ultimately rejected by a majority of 39 to 
45, cul tae it easemnd athietiiee and i. A 

The Suspensory Bill (Irish Church).—The Lord Chancellor 
gave notice that on the motion for the second reading, he 
— move that it be read a second time that day six 
months. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

June 13.—Local Rating.—Mr. Corrance moved for a select 
committee to consider the present incidence and principle of 
local rating, and to report thereon. He ogee that the mass 
of legislation was utterly incongruous, and cited the report 
of the Commission of 1842-3 to show how far from their 

iginal intent the Acts had been perverted. There ought 
to be an inquiry, and a total revision of the whole mass of 
local taxation, not treated separately, but brought under one 
head. <A better classification was wanted, together with 
a more distinct definition of annual value, for the present 
definition .was a angraa to some kinds of property but 
entirely inapplicable to others. Next they might require 
that all exemptions from rating, not expressly sanctioned by 
statute, should absolutely cease, and that no further charges 
of any sort should be im upon these rates. He had 
hoped that the Valuation Bill of last year would have led to 
a general inquiry. 

After some debate, in the course of which it was observed 
that it was too late to appoint a committee this year, the 
motion was negatived. 


June 15.—Law Courts in Eqypt.—Mr. Layard asked the 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs whether he had re- 
ceived any ak from the Egyptian Government on the 
subject of a modification of the capitulations and theintroduc- 
tion of improved law courts in Egypt, to which all — 
shall be amenable ; whether such proposal, if made, had 
entertained; and whether he would lay upon the table of the 
House copies of a despatch on this subject addressed to her 
Majesty’s Consul-General in Egypt in the month of October 
of last year; of a note on the same subject communicated by 
the Egyptian Government to the European Powers; and of 
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any other correspondence relating to the capitulations and ; 
consular jurisdiction in Egypt. He wished 

whether the papers could be produced at an early period, the 
matter being of such importance that he thought it called 
for discussion in the House. 

Lord Stanley had received a proposal of the nature re- 
ferred to from the tian Government, and it had been 
under the serious consideration of Her Majesty's Govern- 
ment, assisted by their law officers, as well as under the 
consideration of other Powers. He need hardly say that the 
subject was one of great difficulty and importance. He had 
no objection to produce the dispatch addressed to the British 
Consul, and also the note of the Egyptian Government, but 
the production of the rest of the correspondence was at 
present inexpedient. 

The Irish Reform Bill was considered in committee. 

The Registration (1868) Bill was read a second time, and 
referred to a Select Committee. 


June 16.—The Established Church (Ireland) Bill was read 
a third time and passed. 

June 17.— The Turnpike Trusts Bill was withdrawn. 

The Railway Guards and Passengers Communication Bilt 
was withdrawn. 

Municipal Corporation (Metropolis) Bill_—Mr. Mill moved 
the second reading. It was impossible to hope that the bill 
could pass this session, but he wished its principle to be dis- 
cussed. After some debate the subject dropped, there being 
no more time available. 

The Judgments Extension Bill was read a third time and 


passed. 
A bill, by Mr. Sclater Booth, to amend some provisions of 
the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act was read a first time. 


June 18.—The Representation of the People (Ireland) Bili 
was considered in committee, and the bill reported as 
amended. 

The Electric Telegraphs Bill was read a second time, and 
ordered to be referred to a select committee. 

The Representation of the People (Scotland) Bill was read a 
third time and passed. 

The Ecclesiastical Commissioners Bill was read a second time. 





SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


JURIDICAL SOCIETY. 
On tHE JvupictaL ConstTiITUTION oF THE CoURT OF 
CHANCERY, AND 1Ts MerHops or ProcepurE in Court AND 
In CHAMBERS, 


We here reprint a paper which has been just issued in a 
separate form, originally read before the Juridical Society 
in December last by A. G. Marten, Esq., M.A., late Fellow 
of St. John’s College, Cambridge, and of the Inner Temple, 
Barrister-at-Law. 

The Royal Commission, issued on the 18th of September 
last, gives an immediate practical importance to the subject 
which I have the honour to introduce to your notice. e 
Commissioners are to inquire into the operation and effect of 
the present constitution of the Court of Chancery, and other 
superior Courts, and the Courts of Error and Appeal; and 
into the operation and effect ofthe existing laws and arrange- 
ments for distributing and transacting judicial business, as 
well in court asin chambers. The inquiry, according to the 
terms of the Commission, is to be made with a view to 
ascertain whether any and what changes and improvements 
may be advantageously made, so as to provide for the more 
speedy, economical, and satisfactery despatch of business by 
the Courts. As to the nature of the ar the Com- 
missioners are not fettered in their rare fl ut the Com- 
mission mentions (among others) the following principal 
modes in which changes may be made :—1, By altering the 
number of judges; 2. By empowering one or more judges to 
act in place of a great number; and 3. By altering the 
mode in which business is distributed or condueted. I shallnot 
attempt to expatiate at e over this great field of inquiry ; 
but confining myself to the Court of Chancery, with the 
business of which I am personally best acquainted, I shall 
select a few topics which appear to me urgently to demand 
the attention of the public in connection with the transaction 
of business in that court. 

_ In proceeding, therefore, to discuss the judicial constitu- 
tion of the Court of Chancery, and its methods of procedure 
in court and in chambers, I propose to consider the subject 
under three heads as follows :— 





also to know j 


, for the decision of 


el 


Ist. The number of judges ; 

2nd. The transaction of business in chambers; and 

3rd. The mode of giving evidence. 

The judicial staffin the Court of Chancery consists of the: 
Lord High. Chancellor, the Master of the Rolls, the two. 
Lords Justices of Appeal, and the three Vice-Chancellors, 

Any person a yon! the Court of Chancery with the 
Superior Courts o mmon Law will be struck by the 
distinction between them in the number of judges assigned to 
each judicial act. At law a judge and a jury of twelve men 
for the trial of questions of fact, and a court of four judges in 
the first instance, and the Court of Exchequer Chamber, 
consisting of from four to eight judges as a court of appeal, 

Spr of law, are the rule. In equity, 
on the other hand, one judge in the first instance tries 
questions of fact, and determines the law, and his decision is 
subject to pe ee to the Lord Chancellor, sitting alone, or- 
to the two Justices, sitting sometimes together, and: 
sometimes separately, and in rare cases to the full court 
of appeal, consisting of the Lord Chancellor and Lords 
Justices. 

This difference between the constitution of the Courts does 
not agree with any consideration of the importance of the 
questions which have to be determined by tho two Courts. 
respectively. If you notice the legal intelligence contained! 
either in the newspapers or in the prof y legal journals 
or reports, you may frequently find that four judges at 
Westminster have been occupied during the day by some 
case involving only a question of a few pounds, or at the 
utmost a few hundreds of pounds, and on the other hand, 
that one judge in the Court of Chancery has disposed of 
questions in which thousands of pounds, and perhaps the 
whole fortune of a family of wealth, is in dispute. I am not 
aware that any statistics are available for ining with 
precision the amount of property dealt with in any given 
period of time by the Superior Courts of Law and the Court 
of Chancery respectively. So far as I am able to form an 
opinion from my own experience and observation, I should 
infer that the Court of Chancery very greatly excels the- 
Courts of Common Law in the magnitude of the interests at 
stake in the aggregate of litigation. The proceedings in 
Chancery are not so dramatic in form as those in a Court of’ 
Common Law, and hence the public are probably less apt 
than they would otherwise be to notice their importance to 
the -parties concerned. But it requires a very small effort 
of imagination to realise how often the welfare of many 
persons may depend on its decision. 

It is sometimes said that cases at common law, although: 
involving but a small matter in dispute, are of great magni-- 
tude as precedents, and as laying down the rule in other 
cases. I conceive, however, that decisions in Chancery are 
equally with those of Common Law important in this re- 
spect. There can be no doubt that the rules established by 
judgments in Equity govern a vast number of questions: 
which never come into court. 

It may be urged also that Courts of Common Law are more 
directly concerned than those of Equity with questions of 
reputation. But this position does not wapeee to have a 
sound foundation. A Court of Equity, as the general con- 
science of the realm, has daily before it matters which: 
affect in the highest degree both character and reputation, 
and probably no other jurisdiction is more frequently in- 
voked, or has done more by the strength and severity of 
its decrees, to enforce upon mankind honesty and fair’ 
deali 


A plurality of judges is the favourite tradition of the 


English law, and has many advantages to recommend it. 
The principle has, however, never hitherto-been applied in. 
equity to any considerable extent. But its adoption:is-re- 
commended by the highest vr ag Lord Bacon, in his: 
Aphorisms on Courts Pretorian, that is to say, Courts of 
Equity, and on Courts Censorian, that is- to say, Courts of 
Censorship, of the description of the Star Chamber, says— 
“Let not these Courts be entrusted to the charge of one 
man, but let them consist of many.”* The advantages of 
a plurality of judges are, as I conceime, 1st, More delibera- 
tion and collective wisdom, in aecordance with the proverb 
—“In the multitude of counsellors there is safety.” 2nd, 
The consequent ter satisfaction of the suitor ; and 3rd, 
The greater om of counsel. On the other hand, the 
advantages of a single judge are his undivided attention, 
and the greater despatch of business. 


* Do Augmentis aph. 28, Lord Bacon’s Works by Spedding, Ellis, and 
Heath, vol.i., p. 812; vol. v., p. 95, 
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The course of recent legislation has inclined towards the 
constitution of Courts isting of one judge only. The 
establishments of the Courts of the Vice- cellors, of the 
Court of Probate and Divorce, and of the County Courts are 
instances of this. In the last session, also, the Lords Juctices 
were empowered to sit separately, except for the rehearing of 
a decree, made on the hearing of a cause, or on further con- 
sideration. I observe also that Her Majesty's Commission, 
to which I have referred expressly, mentions the question of 
empowering one or more ju to transact business now 
transacted by a ter number. On the other hand, the 
Commission does not direct attention to the converse ques- 
tion of providing that the business now transacted by one 
judge shall be entrusted to a greater number. 

I venture to think that this tendency to commit judicial 
Tbusiness to a single judge, is as unwise as it appears to be 
con to the constitution of the Courts of English law in 
the earliest times. I think that the advanta which are 
obtained by having several judges for the decision of ques- 
tions in contentious business, tly outweigh the advan- 
tages which may be considered to arise from the decision of 
‘such questions by a single judge. 

I should pro that each Court of first instance in 
Chancery should consist of three judges, and that they 
should sit together for all causes and matters of importance 
in dispute; and on the other hand, that they might sit 
separately for unopposed matters, matters of practice, and 
mere interlocutory applications. A Court of three judges 
appears to me for a Court of first instance .to possess 

vantages over every other. It secures an amount of 
deliberation which can only be obtained where more minds 
than one are engaged. It insures a decision by a majority 
where there is a difference of opinion, and at the same time 
it is notso large as to diminish the sense of responsi- 
bili 


Wih re to the Court of Appeal, I venture to think 
that itis highly inexpedient that one judge, however emi- 
nent, should sit alone as an Appellate Court. Upon this 
+ subject I may quote the observations which, on the bill for 

seeing ae Lords Justices, were made by Lord West- 
bury, then Mr. Bethell, in the House of Commons. He re- 
commended the bill ‘because there should be an sppeal in 


chancery no 1 from a single mind to another single 


onger 
‘mind, but to a plurality of minds, in order that suitors 


‘might «4 — ° sit re paras decision. ta at 
present the appe: if the decision were against him, 
‘went away in a discontented frame of mind, attributing the 
result to mere chance, and thinking that had the judges oc- 
cupied different positions, the judgment would have been in 
his favour, and then follo lamentations over the un- 
certainty of the law. Even if a division of opinion should 
arise among the appellate judges, there would remain the 
judgment of two minds, and it would no longer be an appeal 
from one single mind to another single mind. That he re- 
garded as a most valuable improvement in the administra- 
‘tion of justice, for he had known instances of appeal having 
‘been made to depend on an accidental impression on the 
mind of the judge of the appellate tribunal.’’* 

Probably every counsel who has praetised before the Ap- 
pellate Courts could furnish similar instances from his own 
experience. I should venture to recommend that the juris- 
diction in lunacy and also in bankruptcy should be conferred 
on a court of the first instance; and I think that this 
modification, with the increase which I have proposed in 
the number of judges of courts of first instance, would reduce 
the quantity of business which would come before the Lord 
Chancellor and Lords Justices, so as to enable them to sit 
for the most part in full court. The appointment of an 
additional Lord Justice would provide for the absence of 
the Lord Chancellor in the House of Lords, and would 
facilitate the business of the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council. 

The expense of these changes would be inconsiderable 

mpared with the advantage to suitors which, as it appears 
to me, would ensue, and especially considering that courts 

of justice are to a great extent self-supporting. 

We pass on now to our second topic, viz., the transaction 
of business in chambers. The ‘principles upon which the 
present system of chief clerks was introd: will be best 
understood by reference to the report of the commissioners 
of 1852, and the Act of 15 & 16 Vict. c. 80. 

With your permission, I will quote the observations and 





® Hansard, 3rd Series, vol. 117, p. 793. 





recommendations of the Commissioners on thesubject.* They 
are as follows :— 

“The funetions of the masters, as will have been per- 
ceived from the foregoing observations, are partly judicial 
and partly ministerial. The judicial functions are performed 
by the master himself—the ministerial mainly, if not entirely, 
by the chief clerk. We are of opinion, that as far as 
practicable, the judicial duties of the masters should be 
transferred to the court. We think that such duties are 
best performed by the court sitting in public, with the 
assistance to be derived from the bur.” —>p. 31. 

“ Tf ourrecommendations be adopted, the judicial business 
which has hitherto occupied the attention of the masters, 
will, in effect, be transferred to the court; and it will, 
therefore, in our opinion, be unnecessary permanently to 
retain the masters as officers of the court. Such of the 
duties now sg oa by the masters as will not fall to be 
discharged by the judges, should be transferred to officers 
immediately attached to the several branches of the court. 
These officers should, in our opinion, possess similar qualifi- 
cations, and perform similar duties to those of the masters” 
chief clerks.’’—p. 37. 

“We recommend that the Court itself should determine 
many matters which are now referred by inquiry to the 


master. 

“ That the judges of the court should sit at chambers for 
the purpose of disposing of such matters as cannot be 
conveniently dis of in open court. 

“That officers should be attached to the several courts, 
to perform the duties now usually performed by the master’s 
chief clerks; and that such officers should also be employed 
in verifying the fasts stated in petitions, and in i 
inquiries for the guidance of the judge, who would then in 
many cases be enabled to act without the formality of a 
os *—pp. 42, 43. 

¢ will be convenient that I should also refer to the Act 
of Parliament 15 & 16 Vict. c. 80 (passed in the year 185 
te abolish the office of master in ordinary of the Court o 
Chancery, and to made provision for the more speedy and 
efficient despatch of business in that court), in explanation 
of the duties and functions of the judge in chambers. The 
sections to which I shall direct attention are sections 11, 13, 
14, 16, 26, 27, 29, 30, and 33. 

It will be observed that the Commissioners recommended 
that the judge should himself dispose of the business in 
chambers, and that the chief clerks should be in the position 
of the chief clerks to the masters, and should only perform 
ministerial acts which the judge might require for his assist- 
ance in doing the business himself. The Act of Parliament 
commits to the judge the power to order what shall be in- 
vestigated by and before his chief clerk, and what shall be 
healt and investigated by himself; and particularly enacts 
that, if the judge shall so direct, his chief clerk respectively 
shall take accounts and make such inquiries as have been 
usually prosecuted before the chief clerks of the masters. 
On the other hand, it is enacted that the judge shall give 
such aid and directions in every or any such account or 
inquiry as he may think proper ; but the power and discre- 
tion are subject to the right provided for the suitor to bring 
any partionlar puint before the judge himself, either in the 
course of the p ings, or upon the result of the whole. 
There are many objections to the transaction by the chief 
Clerks of any judicial business. There canbe no doubt that 
judicial business is transacted much more itiously and 
to the satisfattion of the suitor by the judge in person, than 
by a subordinate officer. There can be no worse economy 
or greater mistake in the administration of justice than to 
commit it to persons other than judges of high rank and 
distinguished ability. I presume to suggest that the business 
in chamber should be performed by the judge in person, 
except as regards that which is purely ministerial, and that 
every suitor in practice, as well as in theory, should be 
allowed and encouraged to refer to the judge himself any 
point which arises; and that the present system of chief 
clerks certificates should be abolished, and in their place a 
finding by the judge himself should be substituted. 

The increase of chamber business has made a serious 
inroad on the observance of the fundamental principle that 
all judicial proceedings should be in public; and I think that 
as much as possible all contentious business in matters 
referred to chambers should be transacted by the judge in 


* First Report of Her Majesty’s Commissioners appointed to inquire 
inte the process, practice, and system of pleading in the Court of 
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open court. The increase which I have proposed in the 
number of judges would allow one judge to sit in chambers 
during certain days in the week. may observe that, 
under the present system, when a case which has been heard 
before the chief clerk, and upon which he has expressed an 
opinion, comes before the judge for hearing, there is a 
tendency to treat it as an appeal. But as an ap it is not 
from one independent tribunal to another, but from a 
subordinate officer to his chief. The effect, as I think, is 
to introduce a prejudice in favour of the view which the 
chief clerk has taken. This prejudice is very natural; for 
any one would desire as far as possible to support his own 
clerk or subordinate officer. The desire is perfectly proper, 
if the duties of the chief clerk be confined to what is 
ministerial, but if he is to be in the position of a judge ho 
should be an independent officer, so that at all events his 
decisions might be reconsidered without any such natural 
prejudice as I have mentioned in his favour. It appears to 
me, however, to be very much hetter on every view of the 
case that the decision in the first instance of all contentious 
business arising in chambers should be preferred to the 
judge himself, without any previous decision of the chief 
clerk. 

The third and last head to which I have to call attention 
on the present occasion, is that of the mode of giving 
evidence. It would be quite impossible for a tithe of the 
present business of the Court of Chancery to be transacted 
by even treble the number of judges, if the mode of adduc- 
ing evidence by affidavit were abolished. It would also be 
an intolerable burden to keep witnesses in attendance for 
viva voce examination in court in each case. In the present 
system the convenience of witnesses is consulted, inasmuch 
as they can be sworn to their affidavits at the time and place 
of their own choosing. The general introduction of viva 
voce evidence would involve probably a resort to the system 
of circuits, and even then in the numerous cases of matters 
of injunction and other matters of urgency where the Court 
of Chancery acts immediately, it would often be impossible 
to collect witnesses for examination viva voce before the judge 
whose interference may be invoked. Ishould preserve the pre- 
‘ entsystem of voluntary affidavits. No doubt, occasionally, in 
disputed matters of fact, it would be difficult to gather the 
trath from contradictory affidavits, and it may be requisite 
where the witnesses are illiterate, or of little education, that 
they should be examined viva voce; but ir. the majority of 
cases in chancery the deponents are penis of ps ie Sg 
and are as little likely to put their hands to a false statement 
in writing which can always be produced against them, 
as they are to depose falsely in court where nothing 
remains in their own handwiiting to convict them of per- 


jury. 

The most wholesome rule which requires that each state- 
ment on affidavit shall show the means of knowledge, or the 
sources of information as the case may be, cannot be too 
strictly enforced, and I would visit any neglect of the rule, 
whatever may be the result of the cause, with the costs of 
any statement on affidavit which is not accompanied by 
this satisfactory test of its trustworthiness. : 

With regard to cross-examination, the system of examina- 
tion before the examiners in ordi , or before special 
examiners, appears to me to be in the highest degree un- 
satisfactory. The examiners have no power to determine 
the relevancy of a question, nor can the witness refuse to 
answer except at the monstrous risk of having to pay the 
costs of an expensive reference by motion to the Court. 
The system is as anjust to the witness, as the ordinary 
system of affidavits is considerate towards him. No witness 
ought to be ex to irrelevant questions. I include of 
course under relevant questions those which go to affect his 
credit. Moreover, in the majority of cases where cross- 
examination is requisite, the object is not to supplement the 
statement in chief by additional evidence which the witness 
may be able to give, but rather to diminish its effect by 

ing the witness explain or vary it, or by affecting his 
credit. It therefore becomes of the highest importance that 
the judge should himself see and be able to judge of the 
demeanour of the witness. 

With to examinations before an Examiner, I do not 
know any instances of greater oppression in modern practice 
than the system of examination which has been pursued 
under the 115th section of the Sunpenes Act, 1862. By 
this section the Court may, after it made an order for 
winding up, summon before it any officer of the company 
or person known or suspected to have in his possession any 
of the estate or effects of the company, or supposed to be 





indebted to it or any person whom the Court may deem: 
capable of giving information concerning the trade dealings, 
estate, or effects of the company ; and the Court may require 
any such officer or person to produce any documents in his 
custody or power relating to the company. This power. 
which is py to the Court, has in practice been generally; 
exercised by @ summons issued by the chief clerk upon the: 
statement of the liquidator, and by the person summoned 
for examination being referred to one of the ordi 

examiners, or to a special examiner, where he has been re- 
quired to answer, frequently without the protection of 
ou. roving questions put without reference to any dis. 

net issue. 


It appears to me that this extraordinary power, and, gene.- 


rally, the conduct of cross-examinations and viva voce evi- ° 


dence, ought to be entrusted only to a superior judge, with 

full power to check irrelevant questions, and to protect the 

witness by determining on the spot what questions he ought 
to answer. I venture to suggest that all viva voce examina-- 
tions, with a proper increase of the judicial staff such as E 
ats mentioned, should thus be conducted by a Judge per- 

sonally, 

In conclusion, I may observe, that, if the first principle of 
judicial administration is that justice be done, the second is, 
that it appear to be done. It is almost as necessary that 
the tribunal should appear to be efficient, and that the de- 
cision should carry weight accordingly, as that it should in 
fact be efficient. This is best secured by a proper establish-. 
ment of judges of the first rank. All the recommendations. 
which I have made may be adopted at a comparatively small 
expense by an addition to the existing number of equity 
judges. ‘The enormous increase that has taken place in re-. 
cent years in the amount of judicial business, which comes. 
within the cognizance of the Court of Chancery, is suffi- 
cient, as I confidently submit, to warrant a ccrresponding 
increase in its judicial staff. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

At the Law Institution on Tuesday last the following: 
uestion was discussed :—“ Does the present Government 
eserve the confidence of the country?” 

The debate was opened by Mr. W. Melmoth Walters 
in the affirmative, and ona division, after an animated discus- 
sion, the question was carried in that way by a majority of 
two. 

The number of members present was thirty. 





OBITUARY. 


MR. GEORGE POULDEN. 

The death is announced of George Poulden, Esq., Recorder 
of Portsmouth, who expired on the 12th June, at his resi- 
dence, Stanhope-place, Hyde Park. Mr. Poulden, who was 
the eldest and last surviving son of the late Alexander 
Poulden, Esq., of Portsea, was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple, in Feb: y, 1830, and formerly practised as. 
a special pleader on the Western Circuit. He has been 
Recorder of Portsmouth for the last two years, having suc- 
ceeded Mr. J. D. Coleridge, Q.C., in that office. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


EXAMINATIONS AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 


Trinity Term, 1868. 
Finan EXAMINATION. 

At the examination of candidates for admission on the 
roll of attorneys and solicitors of the superior courts, the 
examincrs recommended the following gentlemen, under the 
age of twenty-six, as being entitled to honorary distinc- 
tions :— . ‘ 

WuuiaM Preston Witxrs, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs, Cooper & Son, of East Dereham; and Messrs. Dale 
& Stretton, of London. , 

Tomas WILLIAM Biscuorr, who served his clerkship to- 
Messrs. Bischoff, Coxe, & Bompas, of London. ‘ 

Epwarp Joun Bripoman, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Ware & Westall, of London. S 

Wim Henny Symes, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Smith & Son, of Crediton. 
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SrepHeN JAMES WALKER, who’ served his clerkship to 

Mr. Thomas Walker, of Wolverhampton; and Messrs. 
& Ullithorne, of London. 

Joun Tuomas Surciirre, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
James Pearson Sutcliffe, of Hebden Bridge; and Messrs. 
Ridsdale & Craddock, of London. 

Ricuarp Mitxs Enciisu, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
James Atter, of Stamford; Mr. James Edward Atter, of 
Stamford ; and Messrs. Taylor, Hoare, & Taylor, of Lon- 
don. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have 
accordingly awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Witurxs, the prize of the Honourable Society of 
Clifford’s Inn. 

To Mr. Biscuorr, the prize of the Honourable Society of 
New Inn. 

To Mr. Brrpeman, Mr. Symns, Mr. Watxer, Mr. Svr- 
currz, and Mr. Encuisu, prizes of the Incorporated Law 

siety. 

The examiners also certified that the following candidates, 
under the age of twenty-six, whose names are placed in 
alphabetical order, passed examinations which entitle them 
to commendation :— 

Frepverick Fox Cartwricut, who served his clerkship 
to Messrs. Stanley & Wasbrough, of Bristol ; and Messrs. 
Thomas White & Sons, of London. 

Joun CuartEs Cuatk, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Charles Chalk, of Brighton ; Messrs. Beaumont, Thompson, 
& Beaumont, of London; and Messrs. Bothamleys & Free- 
man, of London. 

Canntncs Co.itns, who served his clerkship to Messrs. 
Slack & Simmons, of Bath. 

CHARLES GASQUET, who served his clerkship to Messrs. 
Allen, Nichol, & Allen, of London ; and Mr. John Kynaston, 
of London. 

FrEDERIC JOHNSON, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Samuel George Johnson, of Faversham ; and Messrs. Hughes, 
Hooker, & Buttanshaw, of Londan. 

Francis JoHN ForsELL Kinsy, who served his clerkshi 
to Messrs. Stone, Paget, Billson, & Stone, of Leicester ; an 
Messrs. Field, Roscoe, Field, & Francis, of London. 

Georcr MippLEWoOD, who served his clerkship to Messrs. 
Payne, Ford, & Eddison, of Leeds. 

Aurrep Epwarp Sir, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
George Birt Smith, of Nailsworth ; and Messrs. Thomas 
White & Sons, of London. 

WILLIAM ALEXANDER SitH, who served his clerkship 
to Mr. William Newton, of Newark ; and Messrs. Swann & 
Tweed, of London. 

Cuartes Henry Twynam, who served his clerkship to 
Mr. George Twynam Porter, of London. 

The council have accordingly awarded them certificates 
of merit. 

The number of candidates examined in this Term was 
122 ; of these, 109 passed, and thirteen were postponed. 





COURT PAPERS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
Orper.—June 17, 1868. 

Whereas, Saturday, the 20th day of June instant has 
beon a by her Majesty, for a review in Windsor 
Park of the Metropolitan and other corps of volunteers; 
and whereas many members of the said volunteer corps are 
officers of this Court. And whereas by the &th of the 
Consolidated Orders of this Court, rule 6, the Lord Chan- 
cellor is authorised to direct the offices of this Court to be 
closed on days other than those therein mentioned, I do 
therefore order that the several offices of this Court be 
closed at and after Twelve of the clock at noon, on Satur- 
day, the 20th day of June instant ; and that this order be 
entered with the registrar, and set up in the several offices 
of this Court. 

(Signed) 


On such days as the Lords Justices may sit ae 
tho owt registrar in their Court for that week will attend the 
Junior Lord Justice; but in the event of the Lord Chan- 
= not mage on ay of the days vais awl —_ 

ices may sit separately, the registrar in the rota wi 
tho Lord Chancellor will Xttond the junior Lord Justice. 

The long vacation will commence on Monday, tho 10th 
day of August, and terminate on Wednesday, the 28th day 
- Of October, both days inclusive. 


Catrns, C. 





CHANCERY CAUSE LIST. 
After Trinity Term, 1868. 
BezrorE tHE Lorp CHANCELLOR AND THE LorD Justices. 
any Hutton (8.—Marck 
1l 


Appeals.—1868. 
Ross v. Estates Investment 
Co. (W.—Dee. 7) 

-"% v. Williams (S.—Feb. 
Scottish Union Insurance Co. 
vy. Steele (W.—April 27) 
Mc Carogher v. Whieldon, 

Whieldon v. Mc Carogher 
(R.—May 27) 
Mc Carogher vy. Whieldon 
(R.—Nov. 14) 
Bovill v. Cowan pt hd (R.— 
25 


Nov. 25) 
Bovill v. Smith (W.—Nov. 


25) 

Kermode v. Macdonald (R.— 
Dec. 23) 

Clark v. Hoskins pt. hd. (S. 


—Jan. 9) 

Mathews vy. Keble (S.—Jan. 
11). 

Tempest v. Camoys (R.—Jan. 
15 

“— vy. Bollans (S.—Jan. 
24 


Bower v. The Socicté des 
Affreteurs du Great East- 
ern, responsabilité lemitée 
(M.—Jan. 28) 

Brook v. Archer (W.—Feb. 
5 


) 

Rider v. The Local Board of 
Health for the District of 
Welshpool (M.—Feb. 8) 

Mathews v. Keble (S.—Feb. 
10 


St. (won v. Smart (M.— 
Feb. 10) e 
Cragg v. Alexander (S.—F eb, 

13 


Flockton v. Bunning (S.— 
Feb. 14) 
Pattison v. Summers (S.— 
Feb. 17) 
Thomas vy. Jenkins (S.—Feb. 
9 


1 

The Financial Discount Co., 
Limited, v. Young (R.— 
Feb. 24) 

a v. Smear (S.—Feb. 
2 


Dignum y. Deakin (R.— 
‘March 2) 


Brandling v. Plumber and 4 
= causes (M.—March 


Richmond y. The North Lon- 
don Railway Co. (R.— 
March 4) 

Narrondas v. Springfield (M. 

March 6 

The Transatlantic Co. v. 
Pietroni (W.—March 6) 

<a v. Vowles (S.—March 


Pickett v. Packham (R.— 
March 17) 
Moore v. Franklin (S.— 
March 19) 
Bradford v. Brownjohn (S.— 
March 26) 
Power v. Collingwood (S.— 
April 9) 
bar 5 v. Power (S.— 
9 


April 9) 
Willams yv. Dunn (M.—April! 
9 
Begbie v. Fenwick, Fenwick 
v. Begbie (M.—April 16) 
Shepherd y. Gillespie 
April 17 
Bradby v. \Whitechureh (Mi. 
ril 17) 
. Oakshott (R.— 


Cellier v. Hinde (R.—April 
24 


Clinch v. Financial Corpora- 
tion, Limited (W.—April 
95 


5) 

Searby v. The Tottenham 
and Hampstead Junction 
Ry. Co. (@.—Apri mee 

Bolton v. Bolton (S.—April 

30 


Braund v. Earl of Devon (S. 
—April 30) 

Edleston v. Crossley (W.— 
May 15) 

Catterson v. Clark (S.—May 


22) 
Jessell v. Goold (W.—June 
2) 
Gayford y. Moffatt (S.— June. 
3 


Jolliffe v. Day (S.—June 4} 
Wyatt v. Cooke (S.—June 5}: 
Willatt v. Thorley (G.—Juna. 


5 

pa Tron Works Co.,. 
Limited v. Wickens (M.— 
June 6) 

Wilkinson v. Castle (S.— 
June 6) 


Reddish v. La Coste (R.— 
June 11) 

Green v. The General Provi- 
dent Assurance Co. (S.— 
June 13) 

Gruttner v. Kearns (R.— 
June 15) 

on v. Bristowe (M.—June 
15 


Brrore THE Masrer or THE Rotts. 


Causes, §c. 
Cox v. Horsley m d pthd 
ey y. Bedborough 


c 
Smith v. Wintle c 
Messeena v. Carr c 
Barker v. Challinger m d 
en v. Tempest 

c 
Henry v. He md 
Mortiaat v. Dadete md 
Brown y. Bell f c & sum 
Johnson v. Waller md 


Ormerod v. Rostron fe 

Verelst v. Midland Railway 
Co md 

Hammond vy, Allen, De Lan- 
cey v. Hammond fe 

Taylor v. Taylor md 

Earl Beauchamp v. Winn c 

Cramer v. Bird md 

Sprunt v. Pugh fc 

Cooper v. Hoar c wit 

Walker v. Walker md 

Turquand v. Rhodes c wit 
(22 June) 
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Holder v. Barstow feo 

Lockett v. Cary c 

Carnall v. Harrison fc 

Robinson v. Richmond c 

Gray v. Judd c 

Cotter v. Reardon md 

Sullivan y. Decker md 

Trevor v. Lloyd fe 

Mac Gillioray v. Lowden f c 

Bethell v. Green fc 

Levy v. The Metropolitan 
Ry Co md 

‘Craven v. Craddock fc 

Williams v. Williams md 

Meek v. Hirst md 

Hamp v. Robinson fc 

Dewe v. Dewe md 

Thomas v. Thomas fc 

Vorley v. Stuckey fe 

Peel v. The London & South- 
Western Ry Co md 

‘Lee v. Lee fe 

‘Cole v. Fitzgerald fc 

“WMeryett v. Martin md 

The Master, &c., of Ciare 
~— Cambridge vy. Carf 


m 

Bennett v. Goold md 
Steward v. Blaxeway c (wit) 
Sleightholme v. Mackinder 


m 

Ellis v. Ellis fc 

Beamish y. Smith md 

Pell vy. The Northampton & 
Banbury Junction Rail- 
way Co. md 

Beeston v. Dore c 

ae H . T. Tyrrell bBo 

etropolis Sewage Xx 

Reclamation Co. md 


Cox v. Fonblanque m d 

Howse v. Lawrie ¢ 

Nelson v. Thompson fc 

Busk v. Crawford fc 

Duncombe v. Busk fc 

White v. Springet md 

Vibart v. Vibart fc 

Margrave v. Harries m d 
wit 

The Asylum for Female 
Orphans v. Waterlow 
md wit 

Combs v. Beningfield m d 
wit 


Quinn v. Butler fc 
Hodsdon v. Dancer c 
Righton v. Righton fc 
Butler v. Grave fe 
Alderson v. Jones fc 
Orlebar vy. Orlebar md 
Parry v. Williams md 
Grifith v. The Cambrian 
Railway Co. md 
Banks v. Cartwright fc 
Barton v. Gray rehearing 
(20 June) 
Bateman v. Gray f ¢ (20 


June 
Foale v. Bennett md 
Berry v. Parsons fc 
Clark v. Swann md 
Watson v. The North-East- 

ern Railway Co. ¢ 
Rowden v. Yeoman fc 
Soutten v. Soutten md 
Bell v. Mitchell m d 
Bell v. Little md 
Muller v. Muller m d 
Benney v. Tank md 


Berore Vice-CHanceLtor Sm Joun Srvart. 


Causes, §c. 
Staniland v. Wade fc 
Dear v. Beckwith md (June 
30 


Magee v. Hilliard c 

Beadel v. Perry m d 

Drummond v. Drummond 
md pt. hd. (July 6) 

Ferrie v. Calder m d 

Laker v. Peisley c 

Pascoe v. Nicholls m d 

Burges v. Samler c wit 

Bloch v. Archer fc 

-Gonner v. Bumpstead c 

Day v. Day fc 

‘Turton v. Barber fc 

Dujardin v. Mears m d 

Hammond y. Le Blond f c 

Blackmore v. The London & 
South-Western Ry. Co. 
md 

Stevens v. The London, 
Brighton, & South Coast 
Ry. Co. md 

Auster v. Haines fc 

Wells v. Flight fe 

Craig y. Tudor fc 

Atwool v. Edwards m d- 

Champion v. The Great 
Eastern Ry. Co. md 

Hebden v. Inman md 

Sou! 

Wak 


Maitland v. Philpot f c 
Holland v. Gregory c 
Master v. Hooper c 
Clifton v. Goodbun sp c 
Curteis v. Godden fc 
Dyke v. Turner m d 
Collier v. Collier m d 
Pigeon v. Stewart c 
Kemp v. Reynolds m d 


Benny v. Salmon m d 

Price v. Power c 

Robinson v. Robinson m d 

Brown v. Brown m d 

Bainbridge v. Affleck fc 

Marshall v. Gilliard c 

Williams v. Williams appeal 
from -Anglesey County 
Court 


Bell v. Foster f ¢ 
Chadwick v. Chadwick c 
In Re George Dunn’s Es- 
mie ; Fitzpatrick v. Spours 
c 


Clowes v. Jee fc 
Thomas v. Stockwood m d 
Taylor v. Manners md 
Dyson v. Lum fc 
Price v. . eath and Brecon 
. Co. fc 

Prosser v. Jenkins ¢ 
Hitherington v. Markby c 
Brockwell v. Metropolitan 

Ry. Co. md 
meng pesinaige fc 

per v. c 

Jowett v. Smith, fc 
Cutlerv. Cutler fe 
Crawford v. Hayes fc 
Warland v. Gooby fc 
Reynard v. Reynard md 
Ottley v. Ottley fc 
ray v ear 

ray v. Gun c 
Vyse v. Robins md 
Drayson v. Downes md 
Eldred v. Crawley fc 
Conahet v. Bainbridge fe 

8 


James v. James fe 
Seard v. Marshall c 
Farr v. Hennis fe 


Northgraves y. Cobb md 





The North London Ry. Co. 
v. rea Eastern Ry. Co. 


m 

Mills v. Trumper fo &s 

Attorney-Gen. v. Stroud c 

Jenkins v. Jenkins, Jenkins 
v. Jenkins fe 

Granger v. Wimble md 

Hodgson v. ke fe 

Tichborne, Bart. v. Mostyn, 
Bart d 


. m 

Tichborne, Bart. v. Tich- 
borne md 

Morgan v. Price fe 

Stockwell v. Yeates md 


Welewiiges v. Wainwright 

c 

Poulter v. Great Eastern Ry, 
C 


0. C 
Beattie v. Lord Ebury md 
Vinnicombe v. Walker fc 
Lyle v. Hamilton md 
Foakes v. Jones fc 
Babington v. Molyneux f¢ 
Brown v. Settle md 
The Mediterranean Hotel Co. 
(Limited) v. Rayment md 
Dendy v. ey md 
Brown y. Collum md 


Berore Vicr-CHancettor Sm Ricuarp Maumee, 


Causes, $c. 
Baglehole v. Knox dem 
Dierden v. Villiers plea of 
deft Villiers 

Dierden v. Villiers plea of 
deft Hope 

Earl Vane v. Rigden dem 


pt hd 
Macbryde v. Eykyn exons 
to ans 
Page v. Young exons to 
ans 
Edmonstone v. Farley 
Becher v. Poole plea 
Pask v. Youngman dem 
bet pai v. Whittemore 


m 
Johnson v. Hodgson c rin 


dem 


International Bank (Limited 
v. Gladstone m 

Bruce v. Brown md 

Pugh v. h c¢ 

Porteus v. Turner md 

Attorney-General v. Colney 
Hatch Asylum m d (lst 
cause day 

Bell v. Moore c 

Finch v. Finch md 

Michael v. Fripp c 

Prudential Assurance Co. v. 
Thomas md 

Simcoe v. Vowler md 

Philipps v. Evans md 

Farmer v. Farmer md 

Breckon v. Russell md 

Rawlings v. The Metropoli- 
tan Ry. Co. md 

Onslow v. The Metropolitan 
Ry. Co. md 

Longceroft v. The Carmarthen 
and Cardigan Ry. Co. md 

Bath v. Bath m 

Butler v. Cumpston m d 

v. a m ; - 
uggeridge v. A m 

Ashmany. James ¢ 

Clayton v. Goucher c 

Southee v. James m 

The Metropolitan Board of 
Works v. Sant md. 

Parker v. Stones md 

Cork v. Porter fc 

Gardiner v. Hoy md 

White v. The British Mutual 
Life Assurance Co. md 

Fordham v. Sworder md 

Bolden v. Adcock md 

Attlee v. Friday fe 

Innes y. Nelson md 

pac s a md 
ipscomb vy. Lipscomb spc 

Busby v. Borgnis md 

Sharpin v. Symons md 

Morris v. Walters md 

Chaffers v. Chaffers md 


| The British Equitable Ass. 


Co. v. The Great Western 
Ry Co. md 


Burbey v. Perrin md 
Beaty v. Curson md 
Inchbald v. Robinson c 
Tooth v. Hallett md 
Fytche v. Fytche md 
Ringrose v. Dugdale 
Morrill vy. Withey fo 
Judkin vy. Allen md 
Benn v. Bates md 
Mathieson v. Harrod md 
The Midland Banking Co. 
(Limited) v. Chambers ¢ 
Travis v. Illi orth fc 
Sale v. The Surrey & Sussex 
Junction Ry. Co. md 
Hubbard v. Sir T.F. F. 
Boughey c 
Adams vy. Adams md 
Alecock v. Goddard md 
Tillett v. Andrews md 
Catton v. Young md 
Salt v. The Hereford, Hay & 
Brecon Ry. Co. md 
Paton v. Cladish md 
Justice v. Payne md 
Watt v. Muirhead md 
Hare v. The London Brighton 
& South Coast RyCo md 
Rivolta v. The Metropolitan 
Ry Co ¢ 
Maxwell v. Walters md 
Marriot v. Abell fc 
Parker v. Watson c 
Kent v. Wickens md 
Pinsent v. The Vestry of the 
a of Kingsteinton 
m 


Brown v. Bruce ¢ 

Watson v. Newstead md 
Turnor v. Clowes c (wit) 
Bryden v. Willett md 
Greenside v. Duggan fc 
Dixon v. Holden md 
O’Brien v. Davis md 
Hunt v. Tween md 
— v. The Cambrian Rys 


€ 
Miers v. Whiteley md 
ilkington v. Myers fe 
Dickinson v. Barclay m d pth 
Marks v. Marks c 
Taylor v. Downlen md 
Bates v. Gaylor md 
ley v. Armstrong fc 
es v. Morris md 
Mitchell v. The Great East- 
ern Ry Co ¢ 
Stevens v. Bowen c 
Bastard v. y= spc 
Crickmore v. Freestone md 
Williamson v. Bateman md 
Wimble v. Miller md 
Wright v. The Seed Crush- 
ing Trial Co. Limited md 
Wright v. Larmuth fc& 


Rij 
Co 


sum 
Thompson v. Templer {¢ 
& sum 
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Tricks v. Hobbs md 
Blest v. Asslin ¢ 
Johnson v. Lander md 
Perrin v. Burby md & 


sum 
Dear v. The Clarence Hotel 

Co. Dover, Limited c¢ 
Clarkson rt, The + sau East- 


ern R 
Mh fd NE Bank, 
THe ited v. Nott md 
Crossley v. Dixon c 
Rabbitie v. Wormald md 
Bull ag bed Har- 
bour Co. m 
Drax v. The tend & 
arp R v4 pe 
Go ugh m 
ve bel v. Ashton md 
Bigge v. Darnell c¢ 
hv. Arton md 
ett v. Commissioneers of 
Works md 
Earl of Romney v. Sevenoaks, 
idstone, & Tun 


tron Works, Snipa 
ing, & Graving Docks Co 
(Limited) md 
Earl of Cork v. Webster md 
Wyburn v. Webber md 
Paton vy Webber md 
Bass v. Dawber md 
Kirkpatrick v. Fletcher fc 
Flight v. Finch md 
Roberts v. The Great Eastern 
Ry. Co. md 
Tozer v. The Great Eastern 
Ry Co. md 


The Bury & Radcliffe Water 
Works Co. v. The Mayor, 
&c., of Manchester md 

Simons v. McAdam md 

Lironi v. The Great Eastern 
Ry. Co. md 

Peters v. Elliot c wit 

Thorncroft v. Wells c 

Gale v. Stansfield md 

Sykes v. Marsland md 

Senawot y. Blackburn 


Horsley v. Leak md 
Davies v. Sear m d 
Shurmer v. Hodge fc 
Heath v. The Metropolitan 


Ry Co md ; 
Rivolta v. The Metropolitan 
Ry Co ¢ 
Moore v. Brown spe 
Stoughton v. The Great Eas- 
tern Ry Co c 
Knowles v. Clarke md 
Edwards v. Smith c 
Robinson v. Neale fe 
Cozens v. The Metropolitan 
Ry Co md 
e v. Whateley md 
Hughes v. Whitworth md 
i Towgood: fo. & 2 


in ad 
Rudall v. Martin <¢* 
The Ecclesiastical Commis- 
sioners for , Ha y. 
‘Marshall 


The London & North Wes- 
tern Ry Co v. a ag 


litan Ry 
Weanee Co (Limited d ad 
Worssam y. Fox fe 


Berore Vice-CuHancector Sir G. M. Gurrarp. 


Causes, $c. 
Walker v. Parker exons 
Waldy v. Walters dem 
Wooldridge v. Norris dem 
Adkins vy. Wildsmith dem 
Fielden v. The Northern Ry 

of Buenos Ayres Co Li- 
Hating ae d 
sv. Symons m 
Spicer v. The Metropolitan 
Ry Co md 
Howard v. Walker md 
Stagland v. Gardner md 
Juniper vy. Batchelor c 
Phillips v. Grime md 
Nowall v. Telegraph Con- 
struction 5) -atincane 
t ¢ wit 
Nowa Telegraph Con- 
struction & inavialies 
Co (Limited) trial without 
a jury 
Maitland v. Chartered Mer- 
cantile Bank of India, 
London, and China ¢ 
Taylor v. Broadwater md 
— v. Atwook co (June 


Atwool vy. Ferrier ¢ 

Tennant v. Trenchard m @ 
pt. hd, (June 29) 

Nichol v. Pease 


c, wit, pt. 
hd. (June22) we 


Sich) v. The Mercantile & 
Exchange Bank (limited) 
m d wit 

The London Bank of Mexico 
& South America (limited) 
v. Hart c 


Adams v. Hallett’ ¢ wit 

Brenand vy. Miller md 

Arrizoni v. Guanziroli c 
wit 

Cox v. Bennett md 

Lockwood v. The London & 
7 Western Ry. Co. 
ene ry 


Symes v. Homes md 
lof Ashburnham v. The 
London, Brighton, & South 
Coast Ry. Co. md 
Morton v. Blenkarn md 
Dobson v. Bowness trial by 


j 

Péires v. Worth md 
Tomlinson vy. Wall md 
Collinson vy. Norman m d 
McDonnell v. Levick md 
Dinevor v. Baskcomb m d 
Collins v. Collins md 
Williams v. Reynolds ¢ 
Horner v. Darwin c 

= of Rosslyn v. Kerrison 


c 
Anderson v. Godbold c 
Blake v. Hardwick fc 
Hall v. a md 
Stanford v. 
ey v. The Midland Ry Co 


Budden v. Coles m d 

Miller v. Hall md 

Peareth v. Marriot fc 

Tremingham v. Maud m d 

Phillips v. The Glamorgan 
5 Coal Co. (Limited) 


Dorsey v. Beal md 

Browett v. ‘The Great East- 
ern Ry. Co. md 

Webster v. Manby md & 
2 sum 





Crofts v. Hurst md 
Pilcher v. The Great Eastern 
Ry. Co. ¢ - 
Hes v. — c wit 
ves v. Elliot c 
Key, Bart. v Eilton md 
The Ottoman Co. (Limited) 
v. Farley ¢ 
Attorney-iten. v. Lowe c wit 
Nicholson v. Beckett c 
Jefferys v. Sheard md 
Pavey v. Pavey fe & sum 
Steele v. Cobham md 
The London & North- West- 
ern Ry. Co. v. The Metro- 
litan Ry. C e & 
aggon Co., Limited md 
Brown v. Thomson md 
Jackson v. Kershaw md 
Isaac v. Hughes md 
Heward v. Sex md 
The Dorchester Antelope 
Hotel Co. (Limited) v. Gar- 
diner md 
Armstrong v. Riddill nd 
Earl of Strathmore and 
Kinghorn vy. Whinney o 


Tallent v. Scott spc 
Stevens v. Crouch fc 
Roberts v. Morton c wit 
Powell v. Elliott md 
Avery v. Griffin c 
Guest v. The Cowbridge Ry.. 
Co. md 
Thorpe v. Holdsworth c 
Freeman vy. The Great East- 
ern Ry. Co. md 
re Pearce, Pearce v. 
Pearce fe 
Cruse v. Paine md 
Hook'v. Coles spc 
Dodson v. Dodson fc 
Wilson vy. Wilson fe 
Barnard v. Bywater md 
Walker vy. Brettell fc 
Brandies v. aa Dublin and 
Meath oy Co. md 
Andrew v. —, fc 
Pearson v. Mizen md 
Thompson v. The Atlantic 
Telegraph Co. md 
Loraine v. Bell md 
Lound vy. Kelday c 


COMMON PLEAS. 
The Court will hold a sitting on Saturday, the 4th day of 
July next, for the purpose of giving judgment in cases. 
standing for judgment in addition to the day mentioned at. 


p. 681 ante, 


SUMMER CIRCUITS. 
The following is a list of the days and ie Bleces where: 
the forthcoming summer assizes are tobe held 
Norfolk Circuit—(The Right Hon. the Lord. Chief Justice, 


and Mr. Justice ee 
Aylesbury, 18th; Bedford, 28th; 


10th, Northampton, 15 


July 9th; Leicester, 


Huntingdon, 28th; Cambridge, 30th; Norwich, August, 8rd; 


Ipswich, 7th. 


North Wales—(The Right Hon. the Lord Chief Justice 
of the Common Pleas, and Mr. Justice Montague Smith)— 


Newtown, Jul 
Beaumaris, 27th; 
ter, 6th. 


16th; Dolgelly, 20th; Carnarvon, 23rd; 
; Ruthin, 30th; Mold, ‘August Srd: Ches- 


South Wales—Haverfordwest, July 9th; Cardigan, 13th; 
Carmarthen, 15th; Cardiff, 20th; Brecon, 31th; Presteign, 


A 4th. 


orthern Circuit—(The Right Hon. the Lord Chief Baron 

and Mr. Justice Hannen)—Durham, July 9th; Newcastle- 

} ha 14th; Carlisle, 18th; pretiing 22nd ; Lancaster, 
rd 


chester, 28th; Live 


Home Circuit—(Mr. Baron 


1, Aug. 1 
artin and Mr. Justice Willes) 


—Hertford, July 9th; Chelmsford, 13th, Lewes, 16th; Maid- 


stone, 21st; Guildford, 28th. 


Midland "Cirenit— Mr. Baron Bramwell and Mr. Justice 
Lush)—Warwick, July 8th; be die a 18th; 


Lincoln, 22nd; York, 28th, 


Au 


Western Cirenit—(Mr. Baron Chansell and Mr. Justice 
Mellor) —Winchester, July 9th; New Sarum, 15th; Dorches- 
ter, 18th; Exeter, 22nd; Bodmin, 29th; Wells, August 3rd; 


Bristol, 7th. 


Oxford Circuit—(Mr. Justice Byles and Mr. Baron Pigott) 
Abingdon, July 8th; Oxford, 11th; Worcester, 15th; Staf- 
ford, 20th; Shrewsbury, 28th; Hereford, August ‘st; Mon- 


mouth, 5th; Gloucester, 8th. 


Mr. ¥ ustice Blackburn remains in town. 





mm .. week one of the Vice-Chancellors expressed regret that 
ublic time should be occupied in the Po ame before him 


e rival merits of two cricketing sco 
aro sometimes employed in apparently 
he Zimes of Wi 
of Button and Another v. The South raster n Rail- 


aad law courts the 
like trivial contests. 
short 
way Company, in which the 
tiffs to recover £1 7s. 6d., 


ide this ae there were 
timately adjourned) 
& Queen’s counsel, a learned serjeant,. 


case being 
twelve special jurymen, 


; and in the 
y contained a 


te was as to the right of = 
@ price of a barrel of beer. 
for a whole da (the 
rd Chief Justice 


four junior members of the bar, the solicitors on each side, an 


the various officers of the court. 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 
. Last Quotation, June 19, 1868, 
[From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted.) 
> GOVERNMENT FUNDS. is . , 
3 per Cent. Consols, 947 Annuities, April, ’85 12 
Dito for Account, July 95} , Do. (Red Sea T.) Ang. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced, 94§ Ex Bills, £1000, per Ct. 14 pm 
New 3 per a 7 ne i Do 17 p ye 
‘Do. 3 r Cent., Jan. ” . , 
Do. Mocs Cent., Jan. ’94 764 Bank of eee Stock, 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. °73 Ct. (last -vear) 247 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — Bitto for Account, » 
INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURMIES. 
India Stk., 10} p Ct.Apr.’74, “Ind. Enf. Pr., 5p C., Jan.’72 ‘105§ 
tDitto for Account ‘ 
Ditto 5per Cent., July, 80 1149 
Ditto for Account, — 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. °88 105 
- Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 904 


4 pér 


Ditto Debentures, per Cent.,* 
April, °64— 

Do. Do., 5 per Cent. "Aug. °73 105} 

Do. Bonds, 5 per Ct., £100028 p m 

Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 28 p m 





RAILWAY STOCK. 











Railways. 
Belotol and Exeter... 


Glasgow and South-Western .. 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock . 
Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 
Great Northern 
. Do., A Stock* 1 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Great Western— Original .......esessvevree 
Do., West Midland—Oxford.. 





|Paid; Closittg Price. 


"+ 83 
_ 











eiiabooenseset| 
London, Brighton, and South “oast...... 
Lec don, Caen: ond ee 
London and North-Western........ Joo 
Lyndon and South- COPI vieciccdecccens 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln......0+6) 


“Ss eidinehinas dDerb ' 
. eg an eeebseececes 
North British Nm. 1 
North London 
Do., 1866 
North Staffordshire 
South Devon ...... 
South-Eastern 
Taff Vale. 





























- 














* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. bas been paid to B. 


om Money Marxer anv City INTELLIGENCE. 

e funds have been dull and depressed this, week, and the 
-change has been generally ascribed red unfavourable mableton, 
of the harvest. The Railway and other markets have been 
sympathetic, with the exception, perhaps, of bank’shares, which, 
early in the week, showed some ome, and metropolitan rail- 
way stocks, which have been favourably effected by the“fact of 
— company’s bill having just been agreed to by-the House of 








A WuoLesome Caution To TALLYMEN.—A labouring man 
was sued last week in the Wareham County Court for the 
fae of a somewhat expensive dress, supplied without his know- 

eto his wife. Mr. Lefroy nonsuited the plaintiff, on the 
ground, we presume, that the dress was not a necessary. 
» Tue Lopcer FRANCHISE.—We take the following from the 
Times :—The following instructions for claimants under the 
Lodger Franchise have been prepared by Mr. Torrens, with 
the assistance of several of the most experienced revising batris- 
ters, and adopted,by the Registration Committee of Finsbury _ 
“ By the new 
vious to the3lst of July has occupied as sole tenant thesame lodg- 
ings which, if unfurnished, would let ‘at the rate of £10 a-ycar, 
is entitled to claim at _ y the ies. of voters. — 
occupiers are ry ct, which recognizes only a 
claimant who by himself or his family separately occupies the 
1 The value isa question of fact to be Yocided by the 
on the evidence brought before him. If taken 
unfurnished the rent,paid will be accepted prima facie as the 
Frrnlehod lodgings "eit tran ted to alain odging 
8 Wi enti to . If the 1 8 
are taken furnis the claimant must show that, exclusive 
of a reasonable charge for the use of the furniture, the lodgi 
occupied by him are worth 4s, a week, or £10 a-year. 'Occa- 
sional absence during the twelve months will not disqualify, 
provided no other person occupies in the interval, ahd provided 


Ditto, 54 per Con, Magy, 79 110 «& given in Schdelue G of the 


‘orm Act, every man who for twelve months pre- - 


ying 4s. a week rent for un- | 





4 . a I~ 
the rent continues to be paid by the claimant. The claim 
must be delivered to-the overseersof the parish in which the 
lodgings are situate not earlier than the Ist nor later than the 
26th of August. ~ The lodger claim will be published by the 
overseers in a separate list not later than the Ist of Sep- 
tethber. Should the claims not appear on the published list 
of lodgers, then its delivery must be proved before therevising bar. 
rister. It is therefore desirable to retain a copy of the claim, and 
to have the means of proving its delivery to the overseers, 
The claims having been published after the 25th of Au. 

may be objected to at the Revision Court, though no notice 

of objection has been given either to claimants or overseers, 

Proof must, therefore, be made before the page Bonar by 

the claimant, or by some person authorized on his behalf, of due 

‘notice of the claim having been delivered and of the facts re- 

garding his qualification. Dh follows the form of ‘claim 
eform Act, 1867]. 





ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
June 4.—By Messrs. DeszennamM, Tewson, & Farmer. 
Freehold residential estate, situate at Swanley, in the parishes 0 
Horton Kirby and Sutton-at-Hone, Kent, comprising a residence 
known as Park Wood, with gardens, grounds, stabling, cottages 
farmhouse, and 96a 3r 9p of land—Sold for £10,800. 
Freehold residential property, known as Can Hatch, Banstead, Surrey, 
comprising residence, stabling, farmery, orc > plantations, and 
enclosures, in all about 3a lr 36p—Sold for £4,020 


| ‘Freehold advowson of the estate known as Crab Hill, Nutfield, Surrey, 
‘ and 


prisiug farmhouse, buildings, and 68a 3c 21p of arable 
pasture land—Sold for £4,000. ; 
A further portion of the above freehold estate, comprising 67a 2r 23p 
ofpastare and arable land, with buildings thereon—Sold for £2,820, 
Freehold estate, known as Doggetts or Doghurst, situate as above, 
and comprising about 54a 2r 28p of arable and wood land --Sold*for 
. # £3,000. ad ; 
“ By Messrs, Coinnocx, Gatswortry, & CHINNock. 
Freehold estate, known as Upper Court, Clifford, Hereford, comprisi 
, & residence, farm buildings, and 483a 3r 22p of arable, pasture, 
orchard land, let on lease at £641 12s, per annum—Sold for £20,000, 
Leasehold residence and stabling, being No. 60, Porchester-terrace, 
‘ Baypwater s term, 70 years unexpired, at £50 per annum—Sold fer 


£6,500. 

Freehold residence, with stdbling, pleasure, fruit, and kitchen gardens, 
&c., situate at Clapham-common—Sold for £4,000, 

Leasehold house and shop, situate No, 29, Buckingham Palaee- 
also stabling in the rear, producing £122 per annum; ‘term, 


- years from 1837, at £52 per annum —Sold for £1,400. . 
ag By Messrs. Harps, Vaveuan, & Leircarp. — . 


y 
ery 12a Ir 12p of land, situate at Enfield, let at £36 per 


? 0), 4 
Freéhold, 2 residences, known as Havelock and Somerhilltcottages, 
Somerhill-road, West-green, ‘tottenham, producing £33 per annum 


—Sold for £450. 
‘ | omg 7 Spirtman & SPENCE. 

Freehold, 4 houses and shops, Nos. 78, 76, 74, and 70, High-street, Homers 
ton, producing £128 10s. per annum—Sold for £1,160. 

» 2 residences, Nos. 7 and 8, Chatham-street, Battersea ; term, 
about 934 years unexpired at £6 per annum—Sold for £280. 
By Mestrs. Faresrotuer, Lye, & Wueeer. 

Leasehold residence, No. 25, Cavendish-road West, St John’s-wood, let on 
lease at £115 per annum; term, 52} years unexpired, at £20 per 
annum—Sold for £1,400. 

Leasehold business premises, being No. 1, Burwoodeplace, and 125, Edge 
ware-road, producing £200 per annum ; term, 519 years unexpired, at 
£19 per annum—Sold for £2,920. 

# By Mr. Frawx Lewis. 

Leasehold residence, known as Leyden House, Mortlake, surrounded b 
2 — of ground ; term, 24 years from 1862, at £56 per snnen—Sen 

for £410. 

Copyhold farm situate in the parish of Woking, known as Sheets Farm, 
comprising cottage, shed, and 1 2a 2r 32p of arable and pasture land, let 
at £22 per annum—Sold for £600. 

Freehold and copyhold 2a Or 38p of pasture land, situate on the Chertsey- 
road, Egham, Hythe, let at £5 per annum—Sold for £170. 

By Messrs. Rusaworra, Assotr & Co. 

Leoschold, residence, No. 48, York-street, Portman-square;-. term, 20 

years unexpired, at £6 10s, per annum—Sold for £760. 
7 Messrs. J. & R. Kemp. 

Leaschold, 2 residences, Nos. 156 & 158, Albany-street, and 2 tenements 
in the rear, Nos. 29 and 30, Little Edward-street ; term, 68 years un 

« expired at £22 per annum—Sold for £1,620. 

« Jime 9.—By Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, & Farmer. ; 
old residence,.No. 22, Fairlawn Villas, Merton-road, annus 
value, £50—Sold for £750. 

Freehold, 2 houses, Nos. 4 & 5, Star and Garter-yard, St. George’s-atreet, 
E., producing £14 63. per annum—Sold for £105. 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


. BIRTHS. 
HACON -On June 14, at No. 69, Glocester-terrace, Hyde-park, the wife ~ 
of William Mackmurdo Hacon, Esq., of a son. ee 
gp ae me a ae oe v= ot Vreomas Oliver 
nes . ter-at-Law, of Lincoln’s- of a daughter. 
RIMER—On Jun t ; f 
ston-on- 





une 13, the wife of Henry Rimer, Esq., Solicitor, of Kings 

n: , of a daighter. 
SHERIFF—On May 12, at Grenada, West Indies, the wife of W. Mus- 
‘ rand pom Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of the Middle Temple, of & 
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MSON—On June 15, at the Law Society’s Hall, the wife of 
"ead Walter Williamson, Esq., ofadaughter. 
MARRIAGES, . 
—PARKER—On June 11, at St. Mary’s, Stoke Newington, 
Wynne Edwin Baxter, Esq., Solicitor; of Lewes, and the Temple, to 
Kate Bliss, daughter of Francis Parker, of Mildmay-park, Stoke 


Newington. z 
BRUXNER—LINDOE—On June 17, at Stratford-sub-Castle, Salisbury, 


Arkwright Bruxner, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of the Middle 
Temple, to Alice Blanche, daughter of the late K. F. Lindoe, Esq., 


M.D. 

FRASER—LAIMBEER—On June 9, at St. Mark’s, Tollington-park, 
Holloway, George Patrick Fraser, Esq., Solicitor, of 8, Furnival’s- 
inn, to Mary Ann, daughter of the late Charles Laimbeer, Esq., of 


Torrington. - 

BAHL YON.-DAVIDSON—On June 17, at All. Saints’ Church, Edin- 

burgh, Hubert Hamilton, Esq., Advocate, to Louisa Wentwerth, 
hter of Laurence Davidson, Fsq. 


. 
Tuespay, June 16,,1868. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Baglan Hall Collieries Company (Limfted).—Vice-Chancellor Malins 
has fixed July 2, at 12, at chambers, for the appointment of an — 
official liquidator. : 

Brighton Hotel Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, presented 
June 15, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Malins on June 
26. Lewis & Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Discount, Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, presented June- 
12, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Malins on June 26. 
Wilkinson, Lincol1i’s-inn-fields, sdlicitor for the petitioner. 

General Provident Insurance. Company (Limited).—The Master of the 
Rolls has, by an order dated June 6, ordered that the above company 
be wound up. Thistlethwaite, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, the petitioner. 

Impérial Steam and Household Cod? Company (Limited)—Vice-Chancel-- 
lor Malins has fixeé Tuesday, June 23, at 12.30, at his chambers, for 

* the appointment of an official liquidator. 


HoKER. STEVENS—On June 11, at St. Matthew's ‘Church, Brixton, |* eee Friendly’ Societies Wissolved. 


James Hooker, Esq., Solicitor, of Coldharbour, Waddon, and Bart- 
tlett’s-buildings, London, to Maria Elizabeth Stevens, stepdaughter 
of M. A. Reed, Esq., of Derwent House, Brixton. i 
NICHOLS—KINSEY—On June 16, at St. James’s Church, Padding- 
ton, Robert Craddock Nichols, of No. 5, Sussex-place, Hyde-park, 
to Emily Mary, daughter of William Kinsey, Esq., of No. 34, Sussex- 


Ss. 
WRIGHT—HAYNES—On June 17, at the parish church, Wandsworth, 
Henry Wildey Wright, Esq., of the Middle Temple, to Caroline 
Thirza, daughter of Ambrose Haynes, Esq., of Wandsworth, Surrey. 


DEATHS. 

MACALLAN-—On June 16, at 26, Rutland-square, Edinburgh, James 
Macallan, Esq., Writer to the Signet. 

POULDEN—On June 12, at Stanhope-place, Hyde-park, George 
Poulden, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of the Inner Temple, Recorder 
of Portsmouth. , 

$MITH--On June 12, at Ampleforth, George Smith, Esq., Solicitor, in 
the 73rd year of his age. t ‘ . 

WILLIAMSON—On June 18, Elizabeth Ballard, wife of James Wil- 
lismson, Esq., of Blessington House, Surbiton-hill, and of Great’ 
Jamies-strect, Bedford-row. : Z x 


LONDON GAZETTES. 
CMinding-up of Point Stock Companies. 


Farpay, June 12, 1863, 
Lraitep IN CHANCERY. 

European Central Railway Company (Limited).—Creditors are required, 
on or before July 1, to sendtheir names ahd addresses, and the par- 
ticulars’ of their debts or claims to Samuel Lovelock, 34, Coleman- 
st. Jnly 17, at 12, is appointed for hearinigand adjudicating upo 
the debts and claims. 3 ‘ya 

Oporto Mining Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, presehted 
June 8, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Malins on June 20; 
Gray & Co, Raymond -bidgs, Gray’s-inn, solicitors for the petitioner. , 

Thompson’s Patent Universal Air Tight Stopper Company (Limited). — 
Vice-Chancellor Malins has, by an order dated May 29, ordered 
that the above company be wound up. Snell, George-st, Mansion- 
house, solicitor for the petitioners. 

Ballina Mills (Limited).—The Master of the Rolls has, by an order dated 
May 30, ordered that the above company be wound up. Eley,*New~ 
Broad-st, solicitor for the petitioner. és 

Brighton Hotel Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, presented 
June 11, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Giffard on June 
20. Hooper & Co, Southampton-bldgs, solicitors for the petitioner. 

British and American Telegraph Company (Limited).—Creditos are 
required, on or before July 11, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to George Whiffin, 8, Old 
Jewry, Saturday, July 18, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjndi- 
eating upon the debts and claims. : 

Crimble Spinning Company Big and Reduced).—Petition for re- 

ucing the amount of capital of No. 1 shares from £10 to £7 10s., and” 
No. 2shares from £10 to £4 10s., was, on March 10, presented to the 
Lord Chancellor, and is now pending, and the list of creditors is to be 
made out as for July 11. Clarke & Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Disderi & Company (anid) -- yee Yor winding fos presented June 
6, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Malins on June 20. 
Loughborough, Austinfriars, solicitors for the petitioner. 

London and Northern Insurance Corporation (Limited).—Petition for 
winding up, presented June 9, directed to be heard before Vice-Chan- 
cellor Giffard on June 20, Haigh, jun, King-st, Cheapside, solicitor 
for the petitioner. 

Oxford and Canterbury Hall Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor 
Giffard has fixed June 23, at 12, at his chambers, for the appoinment 
of an official liquidator. - 

Provincial Union Assurance Company (Limitcd).—Vice-Chanceller Malins 
has, by an order dated June 5, ordered that the above. company be 
wound up. Lewis & Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Thames Patent Wood Cutting Company (Limited).—Petition for winding . 
UDP, p i June 9, directed to be heard before the Master of the 
~ on June 20. Tatham & Son, Old Broad-st, solicitor for the peti- 

er, : . 

Umainto Plantation and Trading Company of Natal (Limited).—The 
Master of the Rolls has, upon a petition, preferred April 21, ordered 
that thevoluntary winding up of the above company be continued, - 


Untimitep in CHANCERY. 7 
Cilfoden Benefit Building Society.—Creditors are required, on or before 
‘July 6, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 

it debts or claims, to William Dew, of Bangor. Monday, July. 20, 
at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


National Assurance and Investment Association —Creditors are requingd, 
on or before June 27, to send their names and addresses, and the - 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to Robert Palmer Harding, 8, Old 








i « Fray, June 12, 1868. 
Nicholson’s Wharf Provident Friendly Society, Nicholson’s Wharf, 
Lower“Thames-st. June 0, 
Creditors under Estates tn Chancery. 
* Last Day of Proof. 
Farpay, June 12, 1868, 
Becher, Mary Ann, Partis College, nr Bath, Spinster. July 11.. Sut, 


ton v Ridgway, M. R. 
tke, Chas, Forebridge, Stafford, Esq. July 4. Williams v Williams, 


V.Cc. ns, P , 
Gibson, John, Ulverston, Lancaster. July 1). Gosling v Moffatt, 


+ 


4 ee: Oe 
Hawke, “John, «Vigo-st, Burlington-gardens, Attorney. July 8, 
Giffard. “ 


Murray v Hawke, V.C. c 
Hiogo Screw Steamship, Sunderland. July 1. Laing v Heugh, V.C. 


ard. : 
Howell, Chas, Hoye, nr Brighton, Esq. July 8. Pankhurst v Howell, 


M.R. . 

Lay, Geo, Manor-rd, Newington, Gent. July 6. Nethersole v Schooh 
for the Indigent Blind, M. R. . 

Leigh, .Phaghe -Althea, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Widow. July 3: 
Leigh v Wood, V.C. Malin. ¢ 

Oughton, Hy Meech,. Ciarence-gardent, Pianoforte Manufacturer. 

une 80. Oughton v Hayley, M.R. 2 

Poore, Edwd Dyke, Jersey, Esq. July.1. Poore » Poore, M. R. 

Spicer, Edwd, King’s Langley, Hertford, Plumber, July 15. Warrem 
# Austin, V.C. Stuart. : 

Spiller, Robt, Branscorabe, Pevon, Lime Merchant. July 4. Harding 
v Spiller, V.C, Malins. . 2 

Widdowson, John, Willoughby-on-the-Wold, Nottingham, Farmer.. 
July 15, Widdowson v Kuchen, V.C. Stuart. 


Tvrspay, June 16, 1868. 


Allen, Thos, Upton, Chester, Esq. July 8. Downes v Ferd, M. R, 
Algton, Jas, Eton, Buckingham, Victualler. June 24, Eton wv Alston, 
-C. Stuart. 

Bishop, Maria, Crawford-st, Camberwell, Widow. July1l. Bishop x 
Cook, V-C. Stuart. 

Floris, Jas Famenias, Jermyn-st, St James's, July 1. Floris e 
Floris, V.C. Stuart. 

Foster, Edwd,Waterton-hall, Lincoln, Farmer. July 10. Foster yv,. 
Foster, V.C. Malins. 

Glass, Hy, Gt Cambridge-st, Hackney-rd. July 20. Glass » Glass. 
V.C.. Stuart.” 

Hill, Wm,'sen, York, Ship Owner. July 10. Stevenson v Wharton, 
ViceMalins. 

Kay, Wm, Hill-st, Berkeley-sq, Esq. July 8. Pemberton vy Watkins, 
V.C. Maling. 


Kingsdown, Right Hon. Thos Baron, Torry-hill, Kent. July 20, 
Pemberton e Pemberton, V.C. Stuart. 

MacAlister, John, Barking, Essex, Manager of Chemical Works 
July 13, MacAlister v Harvey, M.R. 

Mundy, Catherine, Holly-bank, nr Emsworth, Southampton, Widow. 
July 10. Barwell » Barwell, M.R. 

Neville; Eliz, Blackburn, Lancaster, Spinster. July 10. Hollinshead 
vfNeville, V.C. Giffard. 

Neville, Mary, Cheadle, Chester, Spinster, July 10. Bolton Holling 
head, V.C. Giffard, ‘ s 
Crevitors under 22 & 23 Wiet. cay. 35. 

Last Day of Claim, 
Frivay, June 12, 1858. 
Asters Fras Dukinfield Palmer, Torquay, Devon, Esq. Aug 12. Fearon 
& Co, GU George-st, Westminister. 
Bouriey, Robt, North Sheilds, Northumberland, Gent. Ang. 1. Kidd, 
Norfh Shields. 
’ Catling, John ale, Cambridge, Brewer. Aug!. Collins. 
Folkard, Joseph, Castle-st, Southwark, Licensed Victualler. July 24, 
Cronin, Southampton-row, Bloomsbury. 
Harland, Wm, Scarborough, York, Doctor of Medicine. Ang 1. Moody 
& Co, Scarborough. 
Hart, Andrew, Mildmay-pk-ter, Kingsland, Gent. July 15. Stileman 
~ & Neate, Southampton-st, Bloomsbury -sq. 


| Palmer, Mary, Old Buckenham, Nerfolk, Draper. July 20, Tillett & Co,_ 


Norwich. 

Prior, Wm Edmund, Speenhamland, Berks, Poulterer. July 1. Tanner, 
Speenhamiand. 

Revely, Jane,-North Shields, Northumberland, Widow. Aug!. Kidd 


North Shields, 
Shaw, Richd, Bridlington, York, Tailor. Aug 10. Harland, Bridlington . 
ith, Ray h, Redenhall-with-Harleaton, Norfolk, Gent. Aug 1}, 





‘arleston. 
Jewry. Wednesday, July 15, at 11, is appointed tor hearingy and ad- } Toller, Martha, arley-st, Cavendish-sq, Spinster. July 15, Masqn &_ 
wm-st. 


Jadioating upon the debts and claims. 


Co, 
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“Ward, John,jun, Handsworth, York, Butcher. July 11. Smith & Bur- 
dekin, Sheffield. 
“West, Chas Joseph Harbertson, Lpool, Optician. July 12, Jackson, 


Lpool. 
White, DavidBlair, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Doctor. Aug2l. Hoyle & 
Co, Neweastle-upon-T yne. ; 
Tvespay, June 16, 1868. 
Bigley, Catherine, Lpool, Widow. July 16. Yates & Martin, Lpool. 
Blake’ Ys Louisa, Rayleigh, Essex, Spinster. Aug!. Crick, Maldon. 
Boniface, Mary Ann, Goswell! -rd, Widow. July 8. King, Birchin- 


lane 

Branford, Wn, Fesmnont-H, Islip-st, Kentish-town, Gent. July 29. 
Trail, Hare- ct, Templ 

‘Brett, Emma, ipewith, “Suffolk, Widow. Sept12. Jackman & Sons, 

swich. 

Deltas Wm. sen, O!dbary, Worcester, Carpenter. July 30. Hayes & 
Wright, Oldbury. 

Campbell, Jas, Gipay-ill Upper Norwood, H.M’s 28th Foot. July 16. 
Thompson & Co, Stone-bidgs Lincoln’s-inn. 

ae” Chas, Pelham-st, Brompton, Gent. Sept 30. Crew, Staple- 


Danieis, Thos, Kingston-npon-Hull, Gent. July 22. Jackson & Son, 
Hull. 


Denham, Jas, Hill Farm, Isle of Wight, Yeoman. Sept ll. Elgood, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

—— Sarah, Hillside, Lancaster,Spinster. Aug 12. Payne & Co, 
Leed 


Evelyn, Frankland Richa Edgar, Woolcot-pk, Gloucester, Esq. Aug 
1. Powys, Russell-sq 

Finemore, Wm Feot, Plymonth, Devon, Chemist. July 16. Edmonds 
& Son, Plymonth > 

Fussell, Richd Stephen Robt, Foochow, China,'Merchant. July 6. 
Chapman & Ponting, Warminster. 

Greville, Hon Georgina Cecilia, Hampton. July 15. Dixon, Bell-yard, 
Docto->’s-commons. 

Samer, Ann, Hawnby, York, Widow. Aug 12. Richardson, Thirsk. 

Harris, Robt, Weston super-Mare, Somerset Esq. June 24, Smith, 
Weston-super-Mare. 

Kickmott, Thos, Fritterden, Kent, Farmer. Sept 21. Neve &Co. 

Nevill, Christina, Leamington, Warwick, Spinster. July 18. Norris 
& Sons, Bedford-row. 

4sten, Augustus Dominicus, Esq. Aug 20. Goren, South Molton-st. 

Pocock, Lady Augusta Ellinor, Christchurch, Southampton. July 30. 
Annesley, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Rhodes, Wm Cox, Briitons pl, Berkeley-sq, Gent. July 28, Ridsdale 
& Craddock, Gray’s-inn-sq. 

Scott, Robt, Mewport, Salop, Gent. Aug5. Heane, Newport. 

Sinclair, a Sarah Charlotte Edmonton. June 24, Breden, Lon- 

on-wal 

Stelfox. Chas, Vatricroft, Lancaster, Innkeeper. Aug 1. Gleen, 
Northwick. 

Stodart, John Thos, Oxclose, Durham, Farmer. Augi5. Joel, New- 

» castle-upon-Tyne, 

‘Whalley, Robt Tyron, Middlesex Hospital, Charles-st, Tottenham- 
court-rd. Sept 10. Rison & Son, Cannon-st. 


Seeds registered pursuant to Bankruptep Act,1861. 
Farmar, June 12, 1868. 
Allison, _ Sunderland, Durham, Corn Factor. May 29. Comp. 
Reg J 
Allnatt, Edwd, Swindon Newtown, Wilts, Baker. May 15. Comp. 
Reg June II. 
— pau, Tottenham, Jeweller. May 30. Comp. Reg 
une 12. 
Baxter, Geo, & Alfred Johnstone, Huddersfield, York, Brewers. May 
18, Asst. Reg June 10. 
Beadle, Wm, Oakfield-rd, Penge, Grocer. May 18. Comp. Reg June 12. 
®entham, John, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Shipbroker. June 10. Comp. 
Reg June 11, 
ont Joseph, Paternoster-row, Publisher, June 10. Comp. Reg 
une 12, 
Bissill, Joseph, Fulham-rd, Grocer. June 11. Comp, Reg June 11. 
a Hy, Alcester, Warwick, Butcher. May 14. Asst. Reg 
une 
— + Owen, James-st, Adelphi, Civil Engineer, June 9. Comp. Reg 
une | 
— Peter, Restwich, Lancaster, Joiner. June9. Comp. Reg 
I 


ye My Wm, Argyle-st, Regent-st, Jeweller. June 6. Comp. Reg 

une | 

— e, Rev Hy, Eastham, Worcester, Clerk. March 31, Comp. Reg 
une 9. 

Crossby, Joseph, Rotheram, York, Grocer. May 13. Asst. Reg June 10, 

Deere, am, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Grocer. May 23. Comp. Reg 
nne i 

— ~ Wainwen, Glamoigan, Contractor. May 27. Comp. Reg 
ane . 

Dean, John Joseph, Derby, Draper. May 22. Asst. Reg June 10. 

a ong Ting , Mortimer-honse, Charles-st, Printer. May 14. Comp. 
eg June 

De Savigny, Felix Wibert, Lion-mews, > gaa Kensington, 
Riding Master. June 9. Comp. Reg June 

a ey | Jas, jun, Prisoner for Debt, tone” “May 16. Asst. Reg 
une 

_s = Augustus, Havant, Hants, Builder, May 18. Comp. Reg 


Ellis, es Sheffield, Builder, May 20. Asst. Reg June 9. 

Faulkner, Joseph, Marske, York, Grocer, May i3. Asst. Reg June 9. 

Ferris, Jesse, Oricklade, Wilts, "Grocer. Mav 12. Asst. RZ June 9. 

89 Jobn, Rowell, Northampton, Shopkeeper, May 23. Asst. Reg 
une 

Goodby, Jot John Wm, Gt Grimsby, Lincoln, Shoemaker, May 25. Asst. 
eg June i 

Haigh, Hy, Cheapside, Hosier. May 13. Comp. pn June 9. 

Baliett, Lyttleton, Enfieid-rd, Sargeon. May 26. Comp. Reg June 12. 

Harper, Jas, Tir Phil, Glamorgan, Grocer. May 25, Asst. Reg June ll. 





Hindle, Wm, & Fredk Middlefell Hindle, Haslingden, Lael 
Cotton Spinners. May 16, Asst. Reg June 10. 
Holme, Newer & Hy Holme, Manch, Leather Merchants. June 8. Comp, 
Reg June 
sap win, Cld Kent-rd, Corn Merchant. June 10. Comp. Reg 
une } 
Hopkinsson, Wm, Leeds, Woollen Spinner. June 11. Comp, Reg 
une 12. 
Howes, John, Birm, Boot Dealer. June 5. Comp. Reg June 10. 
Hughes, Ebenezer Wm, St tt '8-sq, Regents-pk, Civil Engineer, 
June 10. Comp. te Fang he 
a bet & Thos ty, Leeds, Corn Merchants, May 14. Comp, 
Reg 
Tewitt, Theodor, Huddersfield, York, Bookseller. May 27. Asst. Reg 
June 1 
Johnson, ‘Thos, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Grocer. May 30. Asst. Reg 
June 10. 
=> Geo, Runcorn, Chester, Tobacconist. May 15. Comp. Reg 
une | 
sag on ‘Robt, Pembridge, Hereford, Grocer, May 14. Asst. Reg 


Oldfield, Sas, Bradford, York, out of business. May 27. Comp. Reg 

une 

Oppenheim, Wm, Newman-st, Oxford-st, Importer of Foreig n Goods, 
May 21. Comp. Reg June ll. 

Owen, Walter, Sheffield, Druggist. May 13. Asst. Reg June 9, 

Patterson, Alex, Maghull, Lancaster, Farmer. June 8. Comp. Reg 


une 11. 
—, John, Blackheath-rd, Greenwich, Builder. June 5. Asst. Reg 


net. ts Pierre, Gt Saffron-hill, Licensed Victualler. June.8, Comp, 
eg J 

Pierce, Thos, aiatatan: Wilts, Innkeeper. May 16.°Asst. Reg June lj, 
Reynolds, Thos, Warsop, Nottingham, Farmer. June8. Asst. leg 


une II. 
— Thos, Chatham, Kent, Shipwrigkt. May 13. Comp. Reg 


ic 9. 

Rickaby, Jas Chas, Bedford-row, Holborn, Auctioneer. June 3, Comp. 
Reg June 12. 

— John, Birm, Travelling Draper. May 15. Asst. Reg 
une {1 

Roe, Reuben, Birm, Victualler. June9. Asst. Reg June 10. 

Rowland, Benj, Wallingham, Surrey, May 22. Comp. Reg June 6, 

bag Wm Fredk, Lpool, Hair Dresser. Juna3. Comp. leg 
une | 

——~, Edwd, Cardiff, Glamorgam, Grocer. June 2. Asst. Reg 
June 10. 

chores, Thos, Borough, Seed Merchant. May 12. Asst. Reg Junc9, 

Stokes, Sarah Ann, Manch, Widow. May 27, Comp. Reg June 10, 

Talbott G Geo, Cradley, Worcester, Beerseller. May 14. Comp, Reg 
uue 1 

To 2 David, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Grocer. June8. Comp. Reg 
une 

Tommie. Richa, Bristol, Licensed Victualler. May 18. Comp. Reg 
une | 

bic amin Polman, Cornwall, Baker, May 20. Asst. Rog 

ne 


"eS im, Seater, Tottenham-ct-rd, Printer. May 21. Comp, 
Weed, — Ladymoor, Stafford, Butty Miner. May 26. Comp. Reg 


wine Thos, Hulme, Manch, Cabinet Maker. June 9. Comp, Reg 

Wright, Ji Jas, Heaton Noriss, Lancaster, Bricklayer. May 25. Asst 

Yorworth, Alfred, High-st, Doptford, Draper. May 22. Asst. Rez 

voung, Me Gibson, & Fredk Young, Sunderland, Confectioners, 
May 30. Comp. Reg Junc 9, 


Tuespay June 16, 1668. 

Acne, Hy Cooks, Sheffield, Common Brewer. May 2l. Asst. Reg 
une 15. 

Ashman, Joseph, Earl-st, Kensington, General Dealer. June 11. Comp. 
Reg June 15. 

“ss ny Chesham, Buckingham, Miller. June 8, Comp. Reg 
une | 

Brown, Wm, Sheffield, Slater. May 19. Asst, Reg June 12. 

—— aa Taylor, Manch, Dealerin Toys. May 16. Asst. Reg 
une | 

Camu, Jabez, Lpool, Provision Dealer. Jane 11. Comp. Reg June 13, 

Cant, oe Birm, Butcher. May 23. Asst. Reg June 15. 

Clarke, John, Leeds, Ironmonger. May 21. Asst. Reg June 15. 

a Hy, Stoke-upon-Trent, Plumber. June 3. Comp. & 
une 

Cochlan, Andrew, Manch, Boot Maker. May 25. Asst. Reg June 16. 

Cockcroft, John, West Hartlepool, Durham, Merchant’s Clerk. May 19, 
Comp. Reg June 16. 

— Pye) Lpool, Cigar Manufacturer. June 3. Comp. Reg 

comnaen, Jobs Geo, Leslie-st, Mile-end-rd, Clerk. June 12. Comp. 
Reg Jnne 16, 

— oy * yen tabeamanaee Durham, Grocer. May 15. Comp, 

~ June 12. 

Cook, George, pa eee m-Hull, Ginger Beer Manufacturer. May 
30. Comp. Reg June 

—— Jas p+ hberadnd Surbiton, Surrey. June 10, Asst. Reg 


Defies, Kichd, Walford-rd, Hornsey, Chemist. June 13. Comp. Reg 

une 25, 

Dupaquet, Jules, High-st, Notting-bill, French Upho!sterer. Junell. 
Comp. Reg June 16. 

Evans, Thos Ivor, St Thomas, nr Swansea, Glamorgan, Licensed 
Victualler. May 30, Asst. Reg June 13. 

say ht ry ers Without, Woollen, Drapers. Jane 

Goble, Francis Methold, Sunderland, Durham, Harbour Master. June 
9, Comp. Reg June 15, 
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Hac Uxbridge, Veterinary Surgeon. May 26. Comp. 
Jane 15. 
, Fredk, Birm, Maltster. June 10. Comp. Reg June 13. 
ton, John Leake, Nottingham, Corn Dealer, May 26. Asst. Reg 


15. 
tg Almond Trevosso, Francis Almond Hocking, & Chas 
Curnow, St Ives, Cornwall, Builders. May 21. Asst. Reg June 16. 
Jones, John, Perthywaen, Salop, Provision Dealer. May 22. Asst. 


June 15. 
Pian. Foy Thos, Newport, Isle of Wight, Printer. May 29. Asst. Reg 
12, 


une 
Fn Hy, Reading, Berks, Draper. June 9. Comp. Reg June 13. 
Knell, Underdowne, Fore-st, Draper. June 12. Comp. Reg June 13. 
Lee, Emma, Longport, Stafford, Grocer. May 19. Asst. Reg June 13. 
Lamprel, be Allistone, Charterhouse-sq, Builder. June 11. Comp 
June 15. 
Lips iy, Hackney-rd, Beerhouse-keeper, June 12. Comp. Reg 
‘ane 13. 
Mamblinson, Wm, Bradford, York, Linen Draper. June 13. Asst. Reg 


June 16. 
Maxwell, Wm, Plaistow, Essex, Contractor. June 10. Comp. Reg 
1 


Jane 13. 

Mitchell, John, Portland-pl South, South Lambeth, Cowkeeper. May 
15. Comp. Reg June ll. 

Morris, Chas, Halling, Kent, Cowkeeper. May 16. Comp. Reg June 12. 

Moxon, Major Wills, Kignston-upon-Hull, Wine Merchant. May 26. 
Asst. Reg June 12. 

Nicols, Jas, & John Monks, Farnworth, Lancaster, Cotton Manu- 
facturers. May 25. Asst. Reg June 16. 

Odell, Philip, Charlotte-ter, Notting-hill, Gardener. June 3. Comp, 


Reg June 9. 

Ogilvie, Geo Shadforth, Redland, Bristol, Surgeon. May 20, Comp. 
Reg June 13. 

nae, Jas, Lpool, Boot Maker. June 1. Comp. Reg June 13 

Peake, Fredk Wm, Clifton-rd, Maida Vale, Butcher. June 8. 
Reg June 15. 

Pethard, Win, Birm, Fruiterer. Juno 3. Comp. Reg June 13. 

Picard, Camille Francois, Crutched-friars, Merchant. May 18. Asst. 
Reg June 13. 

Pierce, Wm, James-st, Westbourne ter, Messenger. June 12. Comp. 
Reg June 15. 

Richards, Benj, Smethwick, Stafford, Iron Master. June 12. Comp. 


Reg June 13. 
Ridley, Eliz, South Shields, Durham, Grocer. May 29. Comp. Reg 


Comp. 


une 15, 

Ryan, merend, Kildare-ter, Bayswater, Gent, May 30. Comp. Reg 
June 16. : 

Simes, Jacob, Birm, Musical Iustroment Manufacturer. June 12, 
Comp. Reg June 15, 

Sevenoaks, Wm, & Chas Udall, Euston-rd, Auctioneers. June 11. 
Comp. Reg June 15, 

Poe dle, Westbourne, Sussex, Draper. May2l. Asst. Reg 

Jane 13. 

— Robt, jun, Overbury, Worcester, Farmer. May 18. Comp. Reg 
une 15. 

—, Geo, Gt Grimsby, Lincoln, Builder, May 29. Comp. Reg 


June 13. 
ve, Geo Thos, Leeds, Linen Draper. June 10. Comp. Reg 
12 


une 12. 
Tifeld, _ Handsworth, Stafford, Grocer. May 20. Asst. Reg 
J 1 


une 16, 

Walton, Thos. Manch, Tea Dealer. May 26. Asst. Reg June 16. 
Watkinson, Vm, Carbrook,York, Grocer, June 10. Comp. Reg June 13, 
= Saml, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Grocer. May 28. Camp+ Reg 


une 13. 
White, Chas, Albany-st, Regent’s-pk, Watchmaker. June 11. Comp. 
Reg June 15. 
Bankrupts. 
Farpay, June 12, 1868, 
To Surredner in London 
Anidiah, Abraham, Commercial-st, Cabinet Dealer. Pet May 23. June 
29at2. Pritchard & Co, Doctors’ Commons. 
Brett, John, Church Cobham, Surrey, Baker. Pet June 10. July 1 
atl. Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 
Cowles, Chas, Sidney-terrace, Grove-rd, Bow, out of business. Pet 
. June 10, Murray, June 27‘at 11. Fenton, George-st, Mansion. 


honse. 
Dean, Albert Jas, Barking, ae, Shipwright. Pet June 8, Roche. 


Jane 24 at 1. Murray, Gt St Helens. 

Etheridge, Edwd, Horsham, Sussex, Builder. Pet Jnne 8. Roche 
June 24at 1. Pittman, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 

Follows, Hy Morgan, City-rd, Confectioner, Pet June 10. July 1 at 
1. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Fenn, Wm, St Mary-st, Woolwich, Carpenter. Pet June 5. June 29. 
at 12, Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 

Foot, Robt, Langham-st, Licensed Victualier. Pet June 11, Roche. 
4nne 24at 2. Loxley & Morley, Cheapside. 

Forder, Sarah Ellen, New Barnet, Hertford, Millinor. Pet June 8. 
Pepys. June 25 at ll. Woodbridge & Sons, Clifford’s-inn. 

Fronois, Alfred Shuckforth, Prisoner for Dobt, London. Pet June 5 
rg Brougham. June +9 at!2. Miles, Gresham-st, Basing- 
rall-st, 

Fieeman, Robt, Chalfont St Peter's, Buckingham, Hay Dealer, Pet 
June 10. Pepys. June25 atl. Jennings, Uxbridge. 

Ganwin, Adolphe Denis Eme, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet June & 
(for pau). Brougham. June 29 at 12. Popham, Basinghall-st. 

Harrison, Thos Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June 9 (for pau). 
Roche. June 24at1. Drake, Basinghall-st. 

Haylor, Jas, Broadley-st, Blandford-sq, Egg Dealer. Pet June 6. 
Pepys. June 23 at 1. Matthew & Co, Leadenhall-st. 

Humphreys, John, Sussex-st, Pimlico, out of business, Pet June 8, 

ie. June @4at 12. Goatley, Bow-st, Covent-garden, 

Jeffs, Augustus, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet June 4. June 22 at 
2. Peverley, Gresham-bldgs, Basinghall-s' 

— Simeon, Prisoner for Debt, London. 


t. 
Pet June 10 (for pau). 
urray. June 27 at 11. Bt. 


Spencer, Coleman 





Long, Hy, Gray’s-inn-rd, Travelling Bag Maker. Pet June 9. Roche, 
Jane 24at1. Ditchman, Margaret-st, Cavendish-sq. 

Peach, Benj Fras Mackenzie, Old Kent-rd, out of business. Pet June 
8. June 29 at 2. Hope, Ely-pl. 

Price, Wm, Clarence-rd, Bow, out of business. Pet June 10. Roche. 
June 24 at 2. Hooper, Clifford’s-inn. 

Rimer, Chas Robt, Sonthampton, Provision Merchant. Pet Jane 10. 
Pepys. June 25at1. Laner, Southampton. 

Samuel, Isaac, Red Cross-st, Artificial Manure Aanufacturer. Pet 
Jane 9. Pepys. June 25at12. Sole & Co, Aldermanbury. 

Sindle, Jas, Circus-st, Marylebone-rd out cf business. Pet June 9. 
Pepys. June 25 at 12. Neale, Kennington-pk-rd. 

Tappenden, Chas Wm, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Grocer. Pet June 

‘une 29at i. Stone & Co, Tunbridge Wells. 

West, Richd, Gravesend, Kent, Pilot. Pet June8, June 29 at 
Pittman, Guildhall-chambers. 

Whitmore, Thos, Nelson-p!, Blackman-st, Southwark, Collector. Pet 
June 9. Roche. June24at!. Marshail, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Wolfe, Wm, Hatfield Broad Oak, Essex, Cattle Dealer. Pet June 8. 
Pepys. June 25 at ll. Hope, Ely-pl. 


To Surrrender inthe Country. . 

Alvey, Joseph, Sutton-in-Ashfield, Nottingham, Tinman. Pet June 9. 
Patchitt. Mansfield, June 29 at 11,30. Belk. 

Bartlam. John, jun, Birm, out of business. Pet Junel0. Hill. Birm, 
June 24 at 12, East, Birm. 

Barron, Chas Smithies, Halifax, York, Tea Dealer. Pet June 9. Ran- 
kin. Halifax, June 26 at i0. Robson & Suter, Halifax. 

Billson, Wm, Loughborough, Leicester, Butcher. PetJune9. Brock. 
Loughborongh, June 23 at 11. Deane, Loughborough, 

Blanchard, Wm Geo, Southampton, General Dealer. Pet June8. Thorn- 
dike. Southampton, June 17 at 12. Mackey, Southampton. 

Booth, Wm, Hartlepool], Durham, Builder. Pet June 9. Child. Hartle- 
pool, June 29 at 11. Todd, Hartlepool. 

Bowker, Robt Stanser, Tong Lodge, Leicester, Surgeon. Pet June 9. 
Tudor. Birm, June30at11. Belk, Nottingham. 

Brooks, Eli Cheddar, Somerset, Nurseryman. Pet June 8, Bennett. 
Axbridge, June 29 at 12. Clifton, Bristol. 

Bywater, John, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Grocer. Pet June 8. Rees. 
Aberdare, June 23 at 11. Rosser, Aberdare. 

Cragg, Agves, Carnforth, nr Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
June 8. Fardell. Manch, June 24at 12. Cobbett & Co, Manch, 

Culf, Hy, Sheffield, Spring Knife Cutler. Pet June’. Wake. Sheffield, 
June 24 atl, Micklethwaite, Sheffield. 

Cundall, Silvester, Nun Monkton, York, Butcher. Pet June6. Gill. 
Knaresborough, June 24at'1l. Dewes, Knaresborough. 

Cattle, Joshua, Mirfield, York, Dyer. Pet June ll. Leeds, June 29 at 
atll. Bond & Barwick. Leeds. : 

Derbyshire, John, Biggin, Derby, out of business. Pet June 6. Hub-- 
bersty. Ashbourn, June 26 atl!. Holland, Ashbourn. 

Devine, John, Prisoner for Debt, Manch. Adj May 19. Kay. Manch, 
June 23 at 9.30. 

Dyer, John Martyn, Tavistock, Devon, Baker. Pet June’. Exeter 
June 23 at 10.30. Floud. Exeter. 

Fieming, Robt, Quarmby Ciiff2, Huddersficld, Coal Agent. Pet June 
1, Jones. Huddersfield, June 26 at 10. Craven, Huddersfield, 

Gnde, yg Prisoner for Debt, Lincoln. Adj May 9. Lincoln, June 
24 at 12. 

Harris, Geo Winter, SheSeld, Shopkeeper. PetJune8. Wake. Shef- 
field, June 24at 1. Micklethwaite, Sheffield, 

Harris, Wm, jun, Newmarket, St Mary, Suffolk, Watchmaker. Pet 
June 5. Button. Newmarket, Jane 25 at 3. Palmby, Swaffham 


riors. 

Harris, Geo Edwin, Wrexham, Derbigh, Teacher of Music. Pet June 
10. Lpool, June 26 at 11. Evans & Co, Lpool. 

Hickman, Hy, Woodsctton, Stafford Timber Dealer. 
Walker. Dudley, June 18 at i2. Lowe, Dudley. 

Hogarth, Edwd, Lancaster, Coal Agent. Pet June 9. Macrae. Manch, 
June 25 at 12. Cobbett & Co, Manch. 

Isherwood, Richd, , Glamorgan, Tobacconist: Pet June 6. 
Langley. Cardiff, Jane 22 at il. Raby, Cardiff. 

Jackson, Alfred, Huddersfield, out of business. Pet May 11. Jones. 
Huddersfield, June 26 at 10. Owen. 

Jennings Fras, Lpool, Bread Baker, 
23.at2. Baxter, Lpool. 

Jones, Robt, Carnarvon, Land Agent. 
at Ji. Evans & Co, Lpool, 


Pet May 20. 


Pet Jane 5. Hime. Lpool, June 


Pet June 10, Lpool, June 26 
Lawley, John Thos, Stafford, Cooper. Pet June 9. Tudor. 
June 26at 12. Brough, Stafford. 

Lea, Jas, Balsall Heath, Worcester, Builder. Pet June 10. 
Birm, July 3at 10. Wright & Marshall, Birm, 

Lightfoet, Ellen, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj May 20. Kay. 
Manch, June 23 at 9.39. 

Lindhard, Sophus Fredk Mathias, Hartlepool, Durham, Timber Mer- 
chant. PetJune8. Gibson, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, June 30 at 12. 
Hodge & Harle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Lupton, John, Fulshaw, Leeds, Painter. Pet June8. Marshall. Leeds, 
June 22 at!2. Harle, Leeds. ‘ 

Middleton, Vm, & Daniel Fox, Glossop, Derby, Wadding Manufac- 
turers. Pet May 30. Fardell. Manch, June 22 at 12. Sutton & 
Elliott, Manch. 

Mitchell, Wm, Penzance, Cornwall, Draper. 
June 23 at 11. Borlase & Milton, Penzance. 

Moss, Alfred, Hanham, Gloucoster, Pig Dealer. Pet June 10. Harley. 
Bristol, June 26 at12. Clifton. 

Newman, John, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manufacturer. Pet June 
8. Austin. Luton, June 24 at10. Bailey, Luton. 4 
Oliver, Jas John, Dunstable, Bedford, Publican. Pet June6, Austin. 

Luton, June 23at 10. Bailey, Luton. 

Pensom, Thos, Huntley, Gloucester, Castrator. Pet June 9. 
Gloucester, June 27 at 12. Cooke, Gloucester. ° 

Pilgrim, Wm, Towcester,"Northampton, Grocer. Pet June 6. Sheppard. 
Towcester, July 6 at 10. Becke, Northampton. 

Ramsden, Sam}, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj May 15. June 29 at 11. 
Simpson, Leeds. . 

Richmond, Chas, Bridlington, York, Licensed Victualler. Pet June 8, 
Harland. Bridlington, Jane 20 at 10. Richardson, Bridlington. 


Birm, 


Guest. 


Pet June 2. Exeter, 


Wilton. 
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Robinson, Richd, Tarns, Cumberland, Potatoe Dealer. Fet June 9. 
H nm. Wigton, June 22 at 11.36. Wannop, Carlisle. 

Rooney, Geo Patrick, Birkenhead,§Chester, Builder. Pet June 6. Lpool, 
June 25 at lt. Best, Lpool. 

Smith, Sam], Eversholt Bedford, Currier. Pet June6. Wright. Ampt- 
hill, June 23 at 11. Jessopp, Bedford. 4 

Smith, Jabez, Worcester, Butcher. Pet June]. Hill. Birm, June 24 
at 12. Allen, Birm. 

Spearman, Hy, Ipswich, Suffolk, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet June 9, Prety- 
man. Ipswich, Jane 24 at 11, Moseley, Ipswich. 

‘Taylor, Dowijem, New Wortley, Leeds, Innkeeper. Pet June 3, Leeds, 

une 29 at 1!. Richardson & Turner, Leeds. 

Townsend, John, Swerford, Oxford, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet May 4. 
Wilkins. Chipping Norton, July 1 at 12. Kilby, Banbury. 

“‘Troulan, Jas, New Town, Wellington, Salop, General Dealer. Pet June 
6. Newill. Wellington, June 19 at1l. Wellington. 

“Tuilidge, Robt, Exeter, Chemist. Pet June 10. Exeter, June 24 at 12. 

oper. Exeter. 4 

“Walton, Wm, Grassington, York, Grocer. PetJune6. Carr. Skip- 
ton, June 26 at 11. Heelis, Skipton. 

Webb, Chas, Gi ter, Innkeeper. Pet June 8. Wilde. Bristol, 
June 24at 11. Cooke, Gloucester. 

Whitaker, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, Bristol. Adj June 8 (for pau): 
Harley. Bristol June 26 at 12. 

‘William, Alfred, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj May 20. Macrae. 
Manch, June 25 at 11. 

Williams, Thos David, Prisoner for Debt, Cardiff. Pet June 6. Langley. 
Cardiff, June 22 at 11. Morgan, Cardiff. 

Willis, Edwd, Leeds, Professor of Dancing, Pet June 10. Marshall. 
Leeds, June 22 at 12. Granger & Son, Leeds. 

Wild, George Wm, Southampton, Tailor. Pet June 10. Thorndike. 
Southampton, June 20 at 12. Mackey, Southampton. 

——— ST: Prisoner for Debt, Lpool. Adj April 20. Hime. Lpool 

une 28 at 3. 





TvEspay, June 16, 1868. 
To Surrender in London. 

Applin, Geo, Wellington-:er, Elgin-rd, Colville-sq, Bayswater, out of 
—— Pet June ll, Murray. June 27 at1l. Pullen, Cloisters, 

‘emple. 

/trigoni, Innocente, Red Lion-st, Holborn, Barometer Manufacturer: 
Pet June 13. Pepys. June 30 at 11. Lewis & Lewis, Ely-pl, 

Holborn. 

Beecuing, Edwd, Bromley, Essex, Distiller. Pet Juue 13. Murray, 
June 27 atl. Popham, Basinghall-st. 

Cantey, Geo, & Wm Cantey, Church-st, Woolwich, Tobacconists. Pet 
June 9. July! atil. Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 

Carter, Saml, Fenstanton, Huntingdon,Corn Merchant. Pet June 12. 
Murray. June 27 at 12. Preston, Basinghall-st. 

Clark, Fredk Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Junel2. July 6 
at ll. Riches, Cheapside. 

-Colleurt, Hy Al red, Oxford, Butler. Pet June 12. Murray. June 27 
atlz. Doyle & Edwards, Verulam-bldgs, Gray’s-inn. 

Coombes, Frances Emily Howard, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet 
June 10 (for pau). Murray. June 27 at i2. Rigby, Colemau-st. 
Dunham, David, Toddington, Bedford, Builder. Pet Junel2, July 

lat2. Sismey, Serjeant’s-inn. 

¥ead, Charlotte Curry, Holland-place, Clapham-rd, no business. Pet 
June9. June 29at 2. Roche & Gover, Old Jewry. 

“Gray, John Wo!laston, Southampton, Hants, Draper. Pet May 26. 
Pepys. June 30atl2. Mason & Co, Gresham-st. 

Howe:l, Joseph Bennett, Oxford-rd, Kilburn, out of business. Pet 
June tl, Pepys. June 30atll. Linklaters & Co, Walbrook. 

‘Lane, Jas Wakeman, Amelia-ter, Seven Sisters’-rd, Secretary. Pet 
June Il. Murray. June 27at11. Downing, Basinghall-st. 

Munsell, Edwd, Halkin-pl, Belgrave-sq, Auctioneer. Pet June 10, 
July | at i2. Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry-chamhers. 

Noyos, Win, Upper East Smithfield, Coffee-house Keeper. Pet June 
10. July latl2, Giynes & Son, Crescent, America-sq. 

Orriss, Wm, Essex-rd, Islington, Saddler. Pet June13. Pepys. June 
30 at 12. Fenton, Cambridge-heath. 

Priest, Fredk, Upper St Martin's lane, Auctioneer, Pet June 12. 
Murray. June 27at12. Michael, Gresham bldgs. 

Purser, Geo Horwood, Denham, Buckingham, Dealer in Poultry. Pet 
June 13. Murray. June 27 atl. Jennings, Gray-st, Oxford-st.' 

tivers, John, Wivenhoe, Essex, Baker. Pet June 12. Murray. June 
24 .at12. Jones, Colchester. 

-Samucl, Isaac, Red Cross-st, Artificial Flower Mannfacturer. Pet 
June 9. Pepys. Jane 25 at12. Sole & Co, Aldermanbury. 

Taylor, John Cook, Shepherd’s-bush Railway Station, Coal Merchant. 
PetJune 12. Pepys. June 30 at 11. Eldred & Co, Gt James-st, 
Bedford-row, 

Tibbey, Geo, Frith-st, Soho, out of business. Pet June 12. Murray. 
June 27 atl. Jones, terle-st, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Twemlow, Joseph Wilkinson, & Chas Fredk Bush, Ladbroke-grove-rd, 
Kensall-green, Plumbers. Pet June 9. June 29 at 2, Hicks, 
Orchard-st, Portman-sg. 

Wade, Edwd Geo, Oid North-st, Red Lion-sq, Cheesemonger. Pet 
dune ll. July latl. Oldknow, Hunter-st, Brunswick-sq. 


To Surrender in the Country. 

-Abell, Albert, Cranbam, Gloucester, Innkeeper. Pet June9. Ander- 
son. Stroud, June 25 at 11. Taynton, Gloucester. 

Agnew, David, Neath, Glamorgan, Draper. Pet June 11. Wilde. 
Bristol, June 26 atti. Press & Co, Bristol. 

Brogden, Wm Thos, Thornhill Lees, York, Grocer. Pet June 11. Nel- 
son. Dewsbury, July 2at 3. Chadwick & Son, Dewsbury. 

Dawson, Thos, Market Rasen, Lincoln, out of business, Pet June 12. 
Rhodes. Market Rasen, July 2at}1. Rex, Lincoln. 

Docton, John Hy, Padstow, Cornwall, Builder. Pet June 10. Collins. 

_ St Columb Major, Jaly 9 at 10. Whitefield, St Columb Major. 

Evans, Edwd, Geascoed, Denbigh, Farmer. Pet June ll. Reid. 
Wrexham, June 39 atll. Hughes, Wrexham. 

Game, Thos, Combpyne, Devon, Farmer. Pet June 10. Bond, Ax- 
miustor, June 26 at11. Gould, Honiton. 

Giblin, Taos, Warrington, Lancaster, Hatter. Pet June 8, Nicholson. 
Wartinzton, Joly 9at12. Bretherton, 

Gleave, Wm, Burslem. Stafford, Shoemaker. Pet Janell. Challinor. 
Manley, July isaci0. Tomkinson, Dursiem, 





—— 

Gooder, Absolem, Delph-hill, York, Hand Loom Weaver. Pet Jung 3, 
Hankin, Halifax, June 26 at 10. Story, Halifax, 

Hainsworth, Edwd, Leeds, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer. Pet Jungs, 
Leeds, June 29 at 11. Bond & Barwick, 8. 

Hames, Jobn, Birm, Licensed Victualler. Pet June 5. Hili. Birm, 
July 1ati2. James & Griffin, Birm. r 

Hears, Jas, Neath, Glamorgan, Draper. Pet June Il. Wilde. Bristol, 
June 26 at 11. Press & Co, Bristol. 

Hicks, Thos Baker, Bristol, Tailor. Pet June 13, Harley. _ Bristol, 
June 26 at 12, Benson & Elletson. , 

Hills, Joseph, Bradford, York, Shoemaker. Pet June 9. Bradford, 
June 26 at 9.15. Hill, Bradford. 

Hitchman, John, Bloxham, Oxford, Innkeeper. Pet June 13. For. 
tescuc. Banbury. July 6at9. Stockton, Banbury. 

Howells, Fredk, Cancoch, Glamorgon, Oollier. Pet June ll. Regs, 
Aberdare, June 29 at 11. Rosser, Aberdare. 

Howells, Thos David, Trecynon, Glamorgan. Victualler. Pet June}2, 
Rees. Aberdare, June 29 at 1!. Rosser, Aberdare. 

Howells, Martha, Blaendyffryn Farm, Cardigan, out of bneiness, Pot 
June 9, Evans. Newcastle-in-Emlyn, June 27 at 11. Jones, 
Llandyssil. 

James, Jeremiah, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Glover. Pet June 10. Chater, 
Lowestoft, July 1 at 12. Kent, Beccles. 

James, Jas, Paye-lane, Edgmond, Salop, Farmer. Pet June8. Liddle, 
Newport, June 27 at 10. Walker, Wellington. 

Jervis, Fredk Seeley, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, Writing Clerk. Pot 
June 13. Keary. Stoke-upon-Trent, July3at 11. Litchfield, New. 
castle-under-Lyme. 

Johns, Edwd Hy. Hanley, Stafford, Journeyman Tailor. Pet June 10, 
Keary. Stoke-upon-Trent, June 27 at 11. Tennant, Hanley. 

Lawson, Christopher, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj May 2, 
Lpool, June 29 at 11. 

Leach, Mary, Pontypool, Monmouth, Grocer. PetJune 13. Edwards, 
Pontypool, June 29 at 11. Greenway & Bytheway. 

Lovett, Thos, Sheffield, Boot Maker. Pet June 12. Rodgers. Shef 
field, June 25at1!. Sugg, Sheffield. 

McAvoy, Thos, Aspull; Lancaster. Butcher, Pet June ll. Part, 
Wigan, July 9 at 9.15. Leigh & Ellis. 

Rees, John, Aberamn, Glamorgan, Banksman. Pet June 10. Revs, 
Aberdare, June 30 at 11. Linton, Aberdare. 

Robson, Colin, Wednesbury, Stafford, Journeyman Blacksmith, Pe 
June 13. Walsall, June 29 at 12. Duignan & Co, Walsall. 

Schlessinger, Adolphus, Birm, Jeweller. Pet June 4. Birm, July 1% 
12, Stubbs & Fowke, Birm. 

Sharp, Thos Beatt, Manch, Managing Director. Pet June 12. Macrae, 
Manch, July 3 at 12. Earl & Co, Manch. 

Simpson, Wm Richd, Chester, Plamber. Pet June 13. Lpool, Juno 
30 at 12. Allen, Chester. 

Stone, — Prisoner for Debt, Walton. Adj June 11. Lpool, Juse 
30 at 11. 

Storr, Mary, Goole, York, Postmistress. Pet June 15. Leeds, June% 
atll. Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Waite, Jas, Durham, Boot Maker. PetJunel0. Bowes. Darlingtea, 
June 26 at 10, Nixon, Darlington. 

Walton, Michael, Witton Gilbert, Durham, Farmer. Pet June 10, 
Greenwell. Durham, Jane 27 at 11. Bringnal, Durham. 

Waper, Patrick Joseph, Neath, Glamorgan, Licensed Hawker. Pet 
June 10. Morgan. Neath, June 29 at il, Wymond, Neath. 

Watson, Martin, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Common Brewer. Pet June8. 
Claytor. Newcastle, June 27 at 10. Forster, Newcastle-upoa- 


Tyne. 

Wilder, Thegeing, Smethwick, Stafford, Licensed Victualler, Pet 
June 5. Hill. Birm, July lat 12. James & Griffin, Birm, 

Williams, David, Penyrheolfawr, Glamorgan, Gamekeeper. Pet June 
10. Spickett. Pontypridd, June 27 at 12. Rosser, Aberdare, 

Williams, Geo, Landilo, Carmarthen, Licensed Victualler. Pet June 
13. Wilde. Bristol, June 27 at l!. Smith & Lewis, Swansea. 

Wilson, Thos Goole, York, Attorney. Pet Juue 15, Leeds, June 29 at 
li. Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Tuespay, June 16, 1868. 


Jones, Evan, Glyncorrwg, Glamorgan, Grocer, June 15, 
Parker, Jabez, Prisoner for Debt, Laancaster, June 12. 








RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, CLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C, 

SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 
osals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
nterests, or other adequate securities. 

‘ Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 
orm:— 


Date...... 
’ Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor’ 

Amount required £ . 

Time and mode of repayment (i. e., whether for a term ceriatn, ar by 
annual or other payments) 

Security (stale shortly the particulars of security, and, if land or build 
ngs, state the net annual income) 

State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connexion with the security. 

By order of the Board, 

F. ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 


PrvvosaL FoR Loan on Montoaces, 


T° PARENTS, GUARDIANS, AND LAW-SIU- 
DENTS.—A Solicitor and his Wife, residing in Bayswater, 
within easy access of the City by rail or omnibus, offer 1 Hom» to 
Gentleman serving under articles (with assistance in his stwlies if 
required), ov arrangements can be made for articling a Youth on ey 
terms. £100 per annum.—X. Y, Z., ‘ Solicitors’ Journal” Office. 





MAzRS FIRE PROOF SAFES are the Cheapest 


and Best. Price list tree on application. -67, Cannoa-strect. 















